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ABSTRACT 
Brand equity has increased in importance and created the need to develop more 
complex measures than are now used. Customer-based brand equity (CBBE) evolved 
from brand equity and was based on customer's perceptions of brands. Using the 
marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity and price 
deals) to predict CBBE (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand 
association) was an essential goal of this study. Comparing customers' perceptions of 
the marketing mix, and hypermarket stores (Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO and GBant) 
effect on CBBE in Taiwan was an additional goal. The study's final purpose was to test 
the relationship among the marketing mix, hypermarket stores and customer 
characteristics to determine their influence on CBBE. 
Two instruments (Marketing Mix Scale and Customer-Based Brand Equity Scale) 
were combined and used in this study. The Marketing Mix Scale was adapted from Yoo, 
Donthu, and Lee (2000); and the CBBE Scale was adapted from Pappu and Quester 
(2006). These two instruments were tested and were found to be reliable and valid 
measures. 
Descriptive analysis, t-tests and one-way ANOVA with post hoc comparisons 
were used to answer the two research questions in this study. In addition, three major 
hypotheses, each having four sub-hypotheses, were analyzed using stepwise multiple 
regression. 
Store image, distribution intensity and price deals were the essential variables that 
affected CBBE. The findings were, consistent with prior literature, that the marketing 
mix, store image, distribution intensity and price deals significantly influenced CBBE. 
All (four) of the hypermarkets also significantly influenced CBBE. Of the nine 
customer characteristics, however, only (prior) purchase experience showed strength in 
predicting CBBE. Customers of the four hypermarkets were not brand loyal, which was 
not surprising for price sensitive, mass (general) merchandise stores. 
Suggestions were provided as to which marketing mix variables work best to 
brand equity, and what benefits can be obtained from improving customers' perceptions 
of hypermarkets through effective marketing strategies. The study concluded with 
interpretations of the findings and suggestions to hypermarket marketers and managers 
for increasing CBBE and market share. Limitations of this study and recommendations 
to scholars for future research were presented. 
TABLE, OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
ABSTRACT 
LIST OF TABLES 
LIST OF FIGURES 
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction and Background to the Problem 
The Hypermarket Industry in Taiwan 
Hypermarkets and the Marketing Mix 
Purpose of Study 
Definitions of Terms 
Justification 
Delimitations and Scope 
Organization of the Study 
CHAPTER 11: LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL 
FIRAMEWORIC, AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Literature Review 
Branding 
Brand Equity 
Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Measurement of Brand Equity 
Marketing Mix 
McCarthy' Marketing Mix Concept 
Measurement of the Marketing Mix 
The Marketing Mix and Brand Equity 
Price and Brand Loyalty 
Price and Perceived Quality 
Store Image and Brand Loyalty 
Advertising Spending and Price Deal and Brand Equity 
Synopsis of the Literature 
Theore!ical literature 
Empirical literature 
Conclusions 
Recommendations 
Theoretical Framework for the Study 
Research Questions 
Research Hypotheses 
viii 
... 
Xll l  
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 
Page 
CHAPTER 111: METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
Population and Sampling Plan, Setting 
Instrumentation 
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods 
Method of Data Analysis 
Evaluation of Research Methods 
CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
Sample and Data Details 
Descriptive Analysis 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
t-Test and One-Way ANOVA 
Research Hypothesis 1 
Research Hypothesis 2 
Research Hypothesis 3 
Summary of Findings 
CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION 
Interpretations 
Practical Implications 
Conclusions 
Limitations 
Recommendations for Future Study 
REFERENCE 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
APPENDIX 
Appendix A: Survey Instrument (English Version) 
Appendix B: Survey Instrument (Chinese Version) 
Appendix C: Survey Question Codes and Response Values 
Appendix D: IRB Approval 
Appendix E: Authorization for Voluntary Consent (English 
Version) 
Appendix F: Authorization for Voluntary Consent (Chinese 
Version) 
TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 
Page 
Appendix G: Certification of Chinese Translation 
Appendix H: Permission to Use Marketing Mix Scales 
Appendix I: Permission to Use Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Scales 
Appendix J: Permission to Use Scales from Elsevier Limited 
Appendix K: Permission to Translate to Chinese from Elsevier 
Limited 
VITA 
LIST OF TABLES 
Number 
2-1 
2-2 
3-1 
Theoretical Literature 
Empirical Literature 
Distribution of Customers shopping in Four Hypermarkets Stores 
Each Weekday, Each Weekend day, and Average in One Week 
Proportionate Sampling Plan of Customers Shopping in Four 
Hypermarket Stores to Obtain a Desired Sample of N =500 
Operational Hours at Each Hypermarket during Weekday and 
Weekend Day 
Calculation of K for Systematic Sampling at Each Hypermarket 
Store for Weekend and Weekend Day Intercept Survey 
Constructs of Questionnaire 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Question 2 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Question 3 
Summary of Responses to the Survey 
Characteristics of Taiwan Hypermarkets' Customers 
Relationship Between Spending Amount and Shopping Frequency 
Customer Perceptions of the Marketing Mix (Based on a 5-Point 
Scale) 
Customer Perceptions of Brand Equity (Based on a 7-Point Scale) 
Frequency Distribution of the Marketing Mix of Customers in 
Taiwanese Hypermarkets (Based on 5-Point Scale) 
Frequency Distribution of Brand Equity of Customers Perception in 
Taiwanese Hypermarkets (Based on a 7-Point Scale) 
Pearson r Correlation Matrix.of Five Marketing Mix and Customer 
Characteristics Variables 
Page 
3 9 
40 
56 
LIST OF TABLES (Continued) 
Number 
4-9 KMO and Barlett's Test for the Marketing Mix 
Factor Loadings for the Marketing Mix 
KMO and Barlett's Test for Brand Equity 
Factor Loadings for Brand Equity 
Internal Consistency Reliability of the Marketing Mix and Brand 
Equity 
ANOVA of S ignificant Differences of the Marketing Mix Among 
Four Hypermiirkets 
Post Hoc Test of Brand Equity Among Four Hypermarkets 
ANOVA of Significant Differences of Brand Equity Among Four 
Hypermarkets 
Post Hoc Test of Brand Equity Among Four Hypermarkets 
Comparison of the Mean and Std. Deviation Scores for Gender in the 
Marketing Mix and Brand Equity Variables 
Comparison of Male and Female Perceptions on the Marketing Mix 
and Brand Equity (N = 219 female and 21 6 male) 
Comparison of the Mean and Std. Deviation Scores for Purchase 
Experience in the Marketing Mix and Brand Equity Variables 
Having Purchase Experience or non Purchase Experience on the 
Marketing Mix and Brand Equity (N = 395 Yes, or 40 No Purchase 
Experience) 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Marital Status and the 
Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Marital Status and 
Brand Equity 
Page 
103 
104 
105 
106 
108 
LIST OF TABLES (Continued) 
Number Page 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Age and the Marketing 
Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Age and Brand Equity 
Post Hoc Test of Age and Brand Equity 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Educational Level and 
the Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Educational Level and 
Brand Equity 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Occupation Level and 
the Marketing Mix 
Post Hoc Test of Occupation Level and the Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Occupation Level and 
Brand Equity 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Income and the 
Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Income and Brand 
Equity 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Shopping Frequency 
and the Marketing Mix 
Post Hoc Test Between Shopping Frequency and the Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Shopping Frequency 
and Brand Equity 
Post Hoc Test Between Shopping Frequency and Brand Equity 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Spending Amount and 
the Marketing Mix 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Spending Amount and 
Brand Equity 
LIST OF TABLES (Continued) 
Number 
Model Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for 
Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) and the Marketing Mix 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Customer-Based Brand Equity 
of Hl 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Loyalty of HI, 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Awareness of Hlb 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Perceived Quality of HI, 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Association of Hld 
Model Summary for Multiple Regression Analysis for CBBE and the 
Marketing Mix and Four Hypermarkets 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Customer-Based Brand Equity 
of HZ 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Loyalty of H2a 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Awareness of H2b 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Perceived Quality of Hzc 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Association of HZd 
Model Summary for Multiple Regression Analysis for CBBE and the 
Marketing Mix and Customer Characteristics 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Customer-Based Brand Equity 
of H3 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Loyalty of H3a 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Awareness of H3b 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Association of Hgc 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Association of H3d 
Page 
LIST OF TABLES (Continued) 
Number 
5- 1 Research Objectives, Hypotheses, and Results 
Page 
179 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Number Page 
2-1 Hypothesized model about the effects of the marketing mix elements 50 
on customer-based brand equity. 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction and Background to the Problem 
The retail industry in the United States (U.S.) has $3.8 trillion in annual sales and 
$4.2 trillion if the data includes food sales (Vargas, n. d.). Moreover, retail sales in 2005 
were 4.5 trillion NT dollars in Taiwan (Commerce Industrial Services Portal Ministry of 
Economic Affairs, R.O.C., 2006). During the 1970s, new types of food retail formats 
were developed. Growing numbers of retailers not only changed the supply chain from 
the manufacturer, but also eliminated many wholesalers and started to integrate the 
retailers (Hollingsworth, 2004). The 1980s experienced an increase in competition 
among many retail store formats that led to the concept and the creation of hypermarches 
(hypermarkets) and warehouse stores that gave consumers more store choices than ever. 
However, the consumer's perception of each store's attributes or its performance 
determines the consumers' retail patronage (Arnold, Oum, & Tigert, 1983). Since its 
introduction from Europe, hypermarkets have changed the consumer's shopping behavior. 
Moreover, hypermarkets have also changed the environment of the store, store size and 
the food retail business. 
The new and developing concept of supercenter stores has increased the 
competition among retail stores (Sher, 2006). Hypermarkets have developed in both 
Europe and North America over the last 35 years (Seiders, Simonides, & Tigert, 2000) 
but the diffusion (or acceptance) worldwide has varied. There were only two retail 
chains, Meijer and Fred Meyer, located in the Midwest and the Western regions of the 
United States that were dedicated to establishing hypermarkets in this U.S. As there has 
been an increase in the number of mega-stores in the United States, sales of the 
supermarkets in the United States have risen from $292.0 billion in 1993 to an estimated 
$363.3 billion in 1999 (Franklin, 2001), or a 24% increase. The development of 
hypermarkets and supercenters internationally has resulted in the replacement of 
thousands of small grocery stores because they have the advantage of greater assortments 
and lower prices (Seiders et al., 2000). A hypermarket was viewed as a self-service 
retailing format providing not only a wide variety of products in a retail area over 27,000 
square feet but also a free and big parking area and other services (Ronda-Cataluiia, 
Shchez-Franco, & Villarjo-Ramos, 2005). Pride and Ferrell(2007) hrther pointed out 
that hypermarkets that were the combination of supermarkets and discount stores in one 
location ranged in size from 225,000 to 325,000 square feet and offered anywhere from 
45,000 to 60,000 low-priced products. In general, the characteristics of a hypermarket 
had a very large selling area, everything under one roof, self-service, discount prices, and 
a free parking lo (Kamath & Godin, 2001; Pride & Ferrell, 2007; Rond6-Catalufia et al., 
2005). 
The hypermarket and supercenter model operates as a chain store and offers 
commodities similar to that of a department store. Price, store image, distribution 
intensity, advertising spending, and price promotion of the marketing mix are the 
determining factors in consumer perception of brand equity that influences which 
hypermarket to shop (Yoo, Donthu, & Lee, 2000; Pappu & Quester, 2006). Recently, 
many hypermarkets offered various other services within the store, such as travel 
agencies, wine stores, shoe repair, dry cleaners, pharmacies, and film processing services. 
These additional services attract consumers and increase their willingness to shop at and 
show loyalty to hypermarkets (Arnold & Luthra, 2000). 
Tlze Hypermarket Industry in Taiwan 
In 2003, the growth rate of hypermarkets increased only 3.23% compared to a 
29.53% increase in 2002. The result is that competition among hypermarkets has 
become intensive and competitive (Chang & Tu, 2005). 
In the 1970s, the format of wholesale outlets and club membership was 
introduced in Taiwan to attract foreign investment and business. In the 1980s, Makro, a 
joint venture between Taiwan and Holland, was established as a hypermarket. At the 
same time, French owned Carrefour hypermarkets established the first Carrefour 
Corporation in Taiwan (Chang & Tu, 2005). Therefore, the new and large shopping 
format has brought Taiwan's customers into a new shopping age. 
Hypermarkets and the Marketing Mix 
A widely accepted definition of the marketing mix is the four Ps - product, price, 
place and promotion as proposed by McCarthy (1 960). The marketing mix represents 
the "controllable elements of marketing that collectively form the basis for customers' 
perceptions of an organization" (Judd, 2003, p. 1,303). Different organizations based on 
different needs and purposes apply one or more elements of the marketing mix to degrees 
that may differ by organization (Judd, 2003). According to McCarthy's (1970) four Ps, 
promotion was further divided, and included the elements of advertising, personal selling, 
publicity, and sales promotion. The basic marketing concept (consumer focus) evolved 
from the marketing mix (Waterschoot & Bulte, 1992). However, the original four Ps 
were developed from "the needs of the manufactured goods sector and the needs of 
practitioners to break down their decision making into a number of identifiable and 
actionable headings" (Dennis, Fenech, & Merrilees, 2005, p. 180). Many new retail 
formats have emerged, whether in response to consumers' demands or expanding 
retailers' formats. As a consequence, this has led to more alternative retail formats 
being available to consumers and increasing consumers' choices in retail formats (Rousey 
& Morganosky, 1996). 
Based on the study by Jones, Hill, and Hillier (2001), Retailing was defined as 
"the sourcing, purchaselselling of, and payment for goods and services in which the 
interactive process is mediated by information or digital technology at both locationally 
separate ends of the exchange" (p. 32). Major factors that distinguish hypermarkets 
from other retail stores are "breadth and depth of product assortment, level of service, 
pricing policy and customer demographic profile" (Arnold & Luthra, 2000, p. 139). 
Effective use of the marketing mix is important to any organization. For 
hypermarkets those areas include price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising, 
and price promotion, all of which can affect consumer choice and store brand equity (Yoo 
et al., 2000; Pappu & Quester, 2006). 
Price was defined as the "only element in the marketing mix that produces 
revenue; the other elements produce costs" (Kotler, 2003, p. 470). In the marketing mix 
model, companies adjust price to gain expected profits andlor market share from the 
revenue. In addition, price is determined by supply and demand in retail markets 
(Hakansson & Waluszewski, 2005). As price leaders, retailers have different price 
strategies to fit retailers' formats to succeed (Seiders et al., 2000). Customers who shop 
at larger retailers are willing to spend more time to travel to them if they can save 
significantly on the price compared to what they pay at smaller stores (Cataluna, 2004). 
Therefore, consumers are willing to shop at hypermarkets because these huge retailers 
offer the opportunity of lower prices and greater product assortment even if it takes more 
travel time. 
These large format retailers offer competitive price advantages compared to 
smaller retailers (Arnold & Luthra, 2000). Furthermore, retailers have different price 
strategies because they have more price flexibility in each store that is reflected in its 
revenue and profit. Binkely and Connor (1998) concluded that the advantage of 
superstores as compared to non-supermarket stores was that they offered lower prices for 
different types of goods. 
Image denotes store intangibles of reputation and public attitudes that play an 
increasingly important part of the store's business (Martineau, 1958). Moreover, image 
is defined as a distinctive emotional feeling for an expected achievement (Kunkel & 
Berry, 1968). Therefore, retail store image is "the total conceptualized or expected 
reinforcement that a person associates with shopping at a particular store" (Kunkel & 
Berry, 1968, p. 22). Martineau (1958) defines store image as "the way in which the 
store is defined in the shopper's mind, partly by its functional qualities and partly by an 
aura of psychological attributes" (p. 47). Store image is a critical component in store 
loyalty and "store image has frequently been defined as an attitude, or set of attitudes, 
based upon evaluation of salient store attitudes" (Thompson & Chen, 1998, p. 161). 
Moreover, store choice and store patronage are significantly influenced by store image 
(Joyce & Lambert, 1996). 
In general, different distribution intensities will be applied when there are many 
different brands to offer consumers. Frazier and Lassar (1 996) indicate that 
"distribution intensity has been commonly defined as the number of intermediaries used 
by a manufacturer within many consumer durable goods categories" (p. 39). Moreover, 
distribution intensity is the way that manufacturers offer their brands in different trade 
areas through numerous retailers (Frazier & Lassar, 1996). Through distribution 
intensity, retailers reinforce the consumer's perception about the store and improve the 
retailers' strategy. 
Advertising not only provides information about the characteristics of a brand, but 
it also expresses the brand meaning by its messages (Nelson, 1974). Advertising 
expenditures in 2004 exceeded $260 billion in the U.S., and close to $ 500 billion 
worldwide (Barone, Taylor, & Urbany, 2005). Much of this advertising spending was to 
introduce new products and services (Barone et al., 2005). Moreover, "advertising 
spending can signal a variety of messages to consumers regarding the advertised brand's 
equity" (Barone et al., 2005, p. 3). Therefore, advertising is a strong vehicle to build a 
brand. Brands with larger budget for advertising activities can build strong brand equity, 
higher market share and better profits (Low & Mohr, 2000). 
Promotion is a tool that can help an organization in the achievement of its 
objectives (Alvarez & Casielles, 2005). Promotion is when companies inform, persuade, 
or remind customers and the general public of its products (Kotler, 2003). Retail 
promotions are methods that influence and attract consumers to purchase goods and 
services to achieve specific sales objectives. Promotions impact consumers' purchasing 
behavior and decisions towards that particular brand or store, especially during the sales 
promotion period (Freo, 2005). The sales promotion period is generally short-term 
compared to other marketing mix elements (product, price, and place). Setting 
promotion objectives and using effective communication channels helps, consumers 
become aware of the benefits that retailers are offering. Moreover, retailers can target 
consumers through-well-designed and tailored communication or promotion tools to 
increase consumer sales. In retail stores, promotions significantly influence sales 
volume when compared to non-promoted ones (Freo, 2005). 
Promotions both stimulate consumers to buy more quantities of promoted 
products and induce consumers to increase use of the product. Sales promotions contain 
a multiform of marketing tools designed to stimulate the purchase of goods and services 
by offering an inducement (d'Astous & Landreville, 2003). Therefore, promotion and 
communication are important features to be considered as marketing tools. Of the 
promotion mix elements, this research will concentrate on advertising and price 
promotion (Liao, 2006). 
Purpose of the Study 
The broad general purpose of this non-experimental, quantitative, exploratory 
(comparative) and explanatory (correlational) survey research design was to investigate 
the relationship between the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity, and to 
extend Keller's (1993) marketing mix - customer-based brand equity model. There was 
one specific descriptive purpose, two exploratory (comparative) purposes, and two 
explanatory purposes as follows: 
1. The descriptive goal is to provide characteristics of customers, customers' 
perceptions of the marketing mix, and customers' perceptions of 
customer-based brand equity of Taiwanese hypermarkets including Carrefour, 
RT-Mart, COSTCO and Gtant stores. 
2. The first exploratory (comparative) goal is to examine the differences in 
customer perceptions of the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity 
in each of the Taiwanese hypermarkets. 
3. The second exploratory (comparative) goal is to examine the differences in 
customer perceptions of the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity 
and characteristics of Taiwanese hypermarket customers. 
4. The first explanatory goal is to explore whether there is a significant 
relationship between the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. 
5 .  The second explanatory goal is to determine if there is a significant 
relationship among these four hypermarket store, the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity. 
6. The third explanatory goal is to determine if there is a significant relationship 
among customer characteristics, the marketing mix and customer-based 
brand equity. 
Definition of Terms 
Hypermarket Customer Characteristics 
Theoretical definition. A customer was defined as "a person or organization 
that buys goods or services from a store or business" (Concise Oxford American 
Dictionary, 2006). Demographics of customers were those who shopped at and who 
bought from hypermarket store. 
Operational definition. Hypermarket customers included those who shopped at 
Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO and GCant stores in Kaohsiung Taiwan, during a survey 
period in 2007. Hypermarket customer characteristics were measured by nine items of a 
Customer Characteristics Scale developed by the researcher. The nine items included 
gender (Carpenter, Moore, & Fairhurst, 2005; Sohail, 2005; Ward & Lee, 2000), age 
(Carpenter, Moore, & Fairhurst, 2005; Sohail, 2005; Ward & Lee, 2000), marital status 
(Ward & Lee, 2000), education (Carpenter, Moore, & Fairhurst, 2005; Sohail, 2005; Ward 
& Lee, 2000), occupation (Sohail, 2005), income (Carpenter, Moore, & Fairhurst, 2005; 
Ward & Lee, 2000), shopping frequency (Vanhuele & Dreze, 2002), spending and 
purchase experience (Barwise & Meehan, 2004; Carpenter, Moore, & Fairhurst, 2005; 
Ward & Lee, 2000). (See Appendix A, Part 1). 
Hypermarket Store 
Theoretical defirzition. Hypermarkets are the combination of supermarkets and 
discount stores in one location. Hypermarkets usually devote more than half of their 
floor space to grocery products (Pride & Ferrell, 2007). 
Operational definition. Based on the study by Rondi-Catalufia, Sinchez-Franco, 
and Villarjo-Ramos (2005), a hypermarket was viewed as a self-service retailing format 
providing not only a wide variety of products in a retail area but also a free and big 
parking area and other services. Hypermarkets "range from 225,000 to 325,000 square 
feet and offer 45,000 to 60,000 different types of low-priced products" (Pride & Ferrell, 
2007, p. 366). In general, the characteristics of a hypermarket had a very large selling 
area, everything under one roof, self-service, discount prices, and a free parking lot 
(Kamath & Godin, 2001; Pride & Ferrell, 2007; Rondi-Catalufia et al., 2005). 
Accordingly, in terms of these definitions, Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO and Gtant in 
Kaohsiung, Taiwan qualify a hypermarket for this study 
Independent Variable 
Marketing Mix 
Theoretical definition. The traditional marketing mix was defined by four Ps 
(product, price, place, and promotion). However, Yoo et al. (2000) used "price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising expenditure and price promotions as the 
elements of the marketing mix from the traditional '4P' marketing activities" (p. 197). 
Therefore, there were five dimensions (price, store image, advertising spending, 
distribution intensity, and price deals) included in Yoo et al's definition of the marketing 
mix. Price is often perceived as an indicator of product quality or benefits (Yoo, et al., 
2000). Store image was defined as a critical external indicator for customers to perceive 
product quality (Dodds, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991). High distribution intensity was 
defined as "when products are placd in a large number of stores to cover the market" 
(Yoo et al., 2000, p.199) Advertising spending is a good indicator both for product 
quality and good value from customers' perceptions by increasing product image 
(Archibald, Haulman, & Moody, 1993). Moreover, advertising spending was positively 
related to quality, which led to higher brand equity (Yoo, et al., 2000). Price promotions 
or price deals were defined as the "short-term price reductions" and are believed to harm 
brand equity when offered over a period of time (Yoo et al., 2000, p. 200) 
Operational definition. The marketing mix was measured by using the 15 item 
Marketing Mix Scale developed by Yoo et al. (2000). This 5-point Likert scale 
measures the five dimensions of the marketing mix that include price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price promotions, with three items for 
each dimensions (see Appendix A, Part 2). 
Dependent Variable 
Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Theoretical defnition. Customer-based brand equity was defined as 
"measurement of cognitive and behavioral brand equity at the individual consumer level 
through a consumer survey" (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 2). Recent research has provided 
evidence from an empirical study that "customer-based brand equity was a 
four-dimensional construct" (Pappu & Quester, 2006, p. 319). Brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, and brand association constituted the four dimensions of 
customer-based brand equity. Brand loyalty was defined as "the tendency to be loyal to 
a focal brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to buy the brand as a primary 
choice" (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 3). Brand awareness was defined as "the ability for a 
buyer to recognize or recall that a brand is a member of a certain product category" 
(Aaker, 1991, p.61). Perceived quality was defined as "the consumer's judgment about 
a product's overall excellence or superiority" (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3). Brand association 
was defined as "anything linked in memory to a brand" (Aaker, 1991, p. 109). 
Moreover, brand association becomes stronger when customers have more experiences or 
exposures to a certain brand (Aaker, 199 1 ). 
Operational definition. Consumer-based brand equity was measured by the 
Customer-Based Brand Equity Scale. This is a 7-point Likert-type scale developed by 
Pappu and Quester (2006) that included a total of 23 items with four items for brand 
loyalty, four items for brand awareness, ten items for perceived quality, and five items for 
brand association (see Appendix A, Part 3). 
Justification 
The marketing mix and its effect on hypermarket brand equity has been a 
significant topic because retail sales in both the U.S. and Taiwan are a significant 
component of each national economy. This study developed knowledgeable and usehl 
results of the relationships among the marketing mix, brand equity, and customer-based 
brand equity. No single study has examined the relationship of the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity in the hypermarket industry. As a result, the findings from 
this study presented customer's perceptions about the marketing mix and brand equity, 
and how hypermarket stores and customer characteristics influence the perceptions of the 
marketing mix and brand equity. 
This study was researchable because the scientific questions and all variables 
were measurable. This study was feasible because the concepts of the theoretical 
framework could be evaluated, it required a reasonable amount of time, and participants 
were available to complete it. Moreover, all variables could be analyzed through 
statistical methods, including descriptive analyses, correlational analyses, ANOVA, and 
multiple regression. 
The relationship between the marketing mix and brand equity was chosen for this 
paper because knowledge about brand equity has been widely developed during the last 
two decades. Therefore, studying a specific application of brand equity provided a 
substantial contribution to hture research. 
Delimitations and Scope 
The following limitations were found in this study: 
1. This study only focused on hypermarkets. Other retail store formats, such 
as convenience stores, discount stores, department stores, and supermarkets 
were excluded. 
2. The geographic setting was limited to Taiwan. The influence of the 
extraneous variables, such as diverse culture and economics, were reduced 
by limiting the geographical setting. 
3. The target population was 50% of 1.1 million (555,000) customers who were 
18 years old or older in Kaohsiung city (AC Nielsen, 2006). 
4. This study is based on research carried out in Taiwanese markets with 
multiple locations; local markets ere not included. 
5. The survey participants were able to read and speak traditional Chinese. 
6. This study focused on the effects of the marketing mix on brand equity. 
Other marketing mix elements were not accounted for in the scope of this 
study. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I of this study provide a concept and introduction about the hypermarkets, 
customers' perceptions of the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. This 
chapter presents the introduction and background of the study, purpose, justification, and 
the definitions of terms of this study as well as the delimitations and scope. Chapter I1 
of this study includes a detailed literature review about the marketing mix, brand equity, 
theoretical framework, research questions, and research hypotheses. In this chapter, a 
critical analysis of theoretical literature and measurement of the marketing mix and brand 
equity are presented. Based on the review of the literature, research questions and 
hypotheses were derived from the literature gaps. 
Chapter I11 of this study presents the methodology to test the hypothesized model. 
It includes research design, population and sampling plan, setting, the instrumentation, 
procedures and ethical considerations and data collection methods, data analysis 
methodology, and evaluation of research methods. 'Chapter IV reposts the factor 
analysis, validity, reliability, and the results of hypotheses testing. 
Chapter V provides the conclusion, interpretations and implication of the findings. 
Moreover, limitations of the study and recommendations for the future are included. 
CHAPTER I1 
LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND RESEARCH HYPOTHSES 
Literature Review 
Branding 
Brand equity was defined by Aaker (1991) as "a set of brand assets and liabilities 
linked to a brand, its name and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by 
a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm's customers" (p. 15). Moreover, the 
responses of customers in the marketplace to the brand of a product positively correlated 
with the brand equity of this product (Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Aaker (1991) pointed 
out that brand equity was categorized into five dimensions, including brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and other proprietary brand assets. Of 
the five dimensions, from the consumers' perspective, brand loyalty, brand awareness, 
perceived quality, and brand associations were the most important four dimensions of 
brand equity (Keller, 1993; Pappu, Quester, & Cooksey, 2005). 
Brand Equity 
Brand equity has various dimensional concepts and includes brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other proprietary brand assets 
(Aaker, 1991). Brand equity either increases or decreases brand value for customers. 
Brand equity can influence customers' decisions when purchasing products. 
Well-recognized and acknowledged brand images for customers will become highly 
valuable assets for a firm to take advantage of in competing in the market place. 
Therefore, focusing efforts to enhance a firm's brand image and maintaining adequate 
brand equity are important strategies for managers and their firms (Aaker, 1991). Pappu, 
Quester and Cooksey (2005) indicated that brand equity creates value not only for 
customers but also for firms. Therefore, when consumers have a positive perception of 
a brand, the firm will have a competitive advantage. However, brand managers have to 
assess the point of, view of and the benefits to consumers to develop valid and reliable 
consumer-based brand equity and to improve brand equity for their firms. 
Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Customer-based brand equity is defined as consumer reaction to different brands 
from marketing strategies when consumers have diverse brand knowledge (Keller, 1993). 
Keller (1993) stated that brand knowledge was influenced by marketing activities and 
traditional outcome, which is measured in sales if brand knowledge is changed. Brand 
knowledge includes two components - brand awareness and brand image. In addition, 
"brand awareness relates to brand recall and recognition performance by consumers" and 
"brand image refers to the set of associations linked to the brand that consumers hold in 
memory" (p. 2). However, consumers' reactions to the same elements of the marketing 
mix for a brand will differ through the interpretation of products or service from either 
their concrete or abstract aspects. 
Keller's (1 993) seminal theory of customer-based brand equity was based on 
Aaker's (1991) brand equity. It identified two major constructs of brand awareness and 
brand image. The major propositions in this theory are that customer-based brand 
equity has effects on brand knowledge and customers reactions to the elements of the 
marketing mix for the brand when compared to an unnamed brand or competing product 
or service provider. 
Empirical studies by Lassar, et al. (1995) and Pappu, Quester, and Cooksey (2005) 
were reviewed. The theory of customer-based brand equity is psychologically 
significant because it addresses essential issues about brand awareness and brand image. 
Brand awareness relates to the consumers' memory of the brand and brand image relates 
to the perception about the brand, which is reflected in the customer memory, and is 
associated with the brand. Brand awareness contains brand recognition and brand recall. 
Brand image includes different types of brand associations, such as favorability, strengths 
and uniqueness (Aaker, 199 1). 
The types of brand association consist of three major categories: attributes, 
benefits, and attitudes. Attributes are the characteristics of products and services. 
Benefits are related to the attachment of product or service attributes to the consumer's 
own value. Brand attitudes are the basis of consumer behavior. However, the 
multi-attribute model is one of the most acceptable models in brand attitudes and is 
associated with attributes of and benefits from the brand (Keller, 1993). 
The effects of customer - based brand equity on brand knowledge influence 
consumers' reactions to marketing activities. Therefore, the perceptions, preferences, 
and behavior of customers will be affected by the marketing mix and the decision of 
brand choice. Keller (1993) indicated that "brand awareness and a positive brand image 
should increase the probability of brand choice" (p. 8) and "customer-based brand equity 
is enhanced by creating a favorable response to pricing, distribution, advertising, and 
promotion activity for the brand" (p. 9). This predominant theory with well-developed 
propositions and strong empirical support is used to examine customers' reactions to 
brands that result from marketing mix activities. 
Eventually, customer-based brand equity is the result of the customer's 
perceptions and the customer's reaction to the marketing mix. Using customer-based 
brand equity, customer's perceptions and reactions to the elements of the marketing mix 
can be explained by the customer's store choice from the marketing mix. Keller (1 993) 
stated that "the direct approach attempts to measure customer-based brand equity more 
directly by assessing the impact of brand knowledge on consumer's responses to different 
elements of the firm's marketing program" (p. 12). 
Measurement of Brand Equity 
Yoo and Donthu (2001) conducted measurements of brand equity and tested the 
validity among measurements of brand equity and purchase intention and attitudes 
towards brands. The results from this study (2001) showed that there was a high 
correlation in construct validity for the measurement of brand equity. 
Pappu et al. (2005) tested the measurement of brand equity by conducting an 
empirical study and found that the validity of each factor was highly correlated. In this 
study, perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand association, and brand awareness were 
statistically significant (p  < .001) and the results supported the measurement of the four - 
factor model. 
Pappu and Quester (2006) conducted a retailer equity measurement study based 
on a four-dimensional construct. Pappu and Quester thoroughly reviewed the current 
approaches to measuring retailer equity, and found a gap in the literature. Existing 
retailer equity measurement lacked clarity about its nature and dimensionality. To study 
the gap, the authors applied four concepts derived from consumer-based brand equity 
measurement. Based on the four concepts of retailer awareness, retailer associations, 
retailer perceived quality, and retailer loyalty, the questionnaire by the authors consisted 
of two sections. The first section included 23 items measuring retailer equality, whereas 
the second section contained five questions related to demographics. In addition, the 23 
item used in the first section were measured by a 7-point Likert scale. 
Pappu and Quester (2006) also obtained data from 601 respondents between 18 
and 65 who had experience in shopping at an Australian retailer. Based on the collected 
data, the authors conducted a confirmatory analysis using structural equation modeling 
(SEM) to test the applicability of the measurement of customer-based brand equity. For 
both retailer categories, the reliabilities of the four concepts ranged from 0.75 to 0.92, 
exceeding the suggested level of 0.7. 
Furthermore, the study used goodness of fit criteria to examine the reliability of 
measurements, and reported statistically significant Chi square values at thep < .001 
level for corresponding values of both retailer categories. The Goodness-of-Fit Index 
(GIF) exceeded 0.9 and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) ranged 
from 0.05 to 0.08. The Trucker Lewis Index (TLI), the Incremental Fit index, and the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) exceeded 0.9. These values confirmed that the proposed 
measurement, based on all four concepts, was highly suitable to measure retailer equity. 
The strengths of this methodological study were in developing a four dimension 
measurement that considered the nature of retailers, and using appropriate tests to 
examine validity and reliability. The weakness was that the study collected data from a 
specific geographic area in Australia, which limits the external validity of study. 
Keller (1993) defined brand image as a set of the types, favorability, favorably, 
strength, and uniqueness of associations. Therefore, measuring brand image can be 
used to measure brand association in a meaningful way. The Yoo et al. (2000) study 
combined brand association (brand image) and brand awareness as the same dimension. 
However, Pappu and Quester (2006) believed that the inclusion of more discriminant 
indicators can improve the conceptualization of brand association. 
Marketing Mix 
The marketing mix model and theory of parameters was introduced by Rasmussen 
in 1955, developed by McCarthy in 1960, and was more fully developed by Kotler in 
1967. The marketing mix "grew out of economic theory and also embedded some of its 
key assumptions into the marketing analysis tool" (Hakansson & Waluszewski, 2005, p. 
111). 
The traditional marketing mix was defined by the four Ps (product, price, place, 
and promotion). However, Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000) selected "price, store image, 
distribution intensity, advertising expenditures, and price promotions or deals from 
traditional 'four Ps' marketing activities as a representative set of marketing programs" (p. 
197). Although Yoo et al. chose five constructs, they did not cover all marketing areas. 
The five constructs denoted the marketing aspects contributing most to brand equity (Yoo 
et al., 2000). Therefore, this research applied price, store image, distribution intensity, 
advertising expenditure, and price promotion as the marketing mix to extend the 
marketing scope. 
McCarthy's Marketing Mix Concept 
McCarthy (1971) stated that "developing a marketing mix must be an integral part 
of selecting a target market" (p. 44) and all elements must be set at the same time to 
coordinate with the marketing strategy to make the strategy successll. There are so 
many variables, such as product, package, brand and trademarks, service, advertising 
media, salesmen, prices, and intensity of sales that can be changed or adjusted. "The 
four major ingredients of marketing mix are the "four P's" (McCarthy, 1971, p. 44). All 
four Ps are important elements of the marketing mix, and each of them is significant and 
equal. 
Measurement of the Marketing Mix 
Yoo and Donthu (2001) applied consumer-based brand equity to several cultures 
and product categories. The participants were undergraduate students at universities in 
the United States and in South Korea. Products included U.S. athletic shoes, film for 
cameras, and color television sets to validate the measurement of brand equity. A high 
correlation was revealed for the construct validity of customer-based brand equity as the 
validity ranged between .30 and 3.5. 
Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000) developed a measurement scale for the marketing 
mix that included five elements: price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price promotions (price deals). As a result, the researchers developed a 
marketing mix measurement based on the traditional marketing mix and Aaker's (1 991) 
brand equity. 
Price is denoted as an "important extrinsic cue and indicator of product quality or 
benefits" (Yoo, et al., 2000, p. 198). Store image can become positive through selecting 
and managing retailers by a manufacturing firm because retailers encounter a firm's 
ultimate consumers and fulfill consumers' needs in the distribution channel. High 
distribution intensity means placing products in a large number of stores to serve the 
market. Advertising spending is a marketing effort related to the amount of money 
spent on advertising to influence customer responses (buying). In addition, price 
promotions (sales promotion), such as coupons, rebates, and rehnds represent price 
reductions that occur during short periods of time. 
Five marketing elements were measured using consumers' perceptions. Price 
measurement was based on eight items developed by Smith and Parks (1992). The 
measurement of advertisement spending was adopted from Kirmani and Wright (1 989). 
In addition, price promotion measurement was developed by the Yoo et al. study (2000) 
using four items that assessed the frequency of price reductions. Store image 
measurement was adopted from Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal(1991), and six items were 
included from the Yoo et al.'s (2000) study to determine the "quality of retailers at which 
the focal brand was available" (p. 201). For distribution intensity, the researchers 
modified three items from Smith (1992). 
A pretest was used to sanitize the measurement and composite reliability. 
Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were assessed to establish 
internal consistency and validity of measurement. Composite reliability of internal 
consistency was greater than .SO (price = .88, store image = 34, distribution intensity 
= .87, advertising spending = 37, and price deals = 30). Exploratory factor analysis 
using oblique rotation was used and the average variance extracted for the five marketing 
mix elements ranged from .58 to .72. In addition, confirmatory factor analysis was 
employed and confirmed the results. The reliability of the results was estimated and 
construct validity (discriminant and convergent validity) was established because all 
factor reliabilities exceeded the minimum acceptable level of .7 (Nunnally, 1978) and 
validities exceeded the acceptable level of .5 (Yoo et al., 2000, p. 204). 
The Marketing Mix and Brand Equity 
Yoo et al. (2000) conducted a study on the relationships between the marketing 
mix and brand equity. They used a non-experimental, quantitative survey research 
design. The literature reviewed in this study led to the major gap that proposed that 
marketing activities as antecedents can build brand equity. Based on customer-based 
brand equity, the researchers tested the proposition of the relationships between specific 
marketing mix elements and dimensions of brand equity. 
The marketing elements of price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals (price promotion) were treated as independent variables. 
Brand equity with four dimensions (perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand association, 
and brand awareness) was the dependent variable in the study. A probability sampling 
technique resulted in the data producing 569 responses. 
In this study, the 34-item instrument used items from other instruments, such as 
testing consumer perceptions using Smith and Park's (1 992) items; adopting Kirmani and 
Wright's (1989) items to measure advertising spending for the focal brand and having 
four items to measure the price promotions of focal brand by replacing the advertising 
spending to price deals to the focal brand, adopting Dodds , Monroe, and Grewal's (1991) 
six items to measure store image, and modifying Smith's (1992) 3 items to measure 
distribution intensity. 
The dependent variables used seven items from Dodds et al. (1 991) to measure 
perceived quality, five items from Beatty and Kahle's (1988) study to measure brand 
loyalty and ten items to measure simple brand association, and developed 18 items to 
measure consumer-based overall brand. Using the LISREL 8 maximum-likelihood 
method the convergent and discriminant validity of all 34-items were established. The 
composite reliability of the five independent variables in this study was estimated 
from .80 to .94. 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was utilized to analyze the result. Findings 
indicated that the hypotheses of the dimensions of brand equity on (1) perceived quality, 
(2) brand loyalty, and (3) brand associations with awareness were significantly positively 
supported. Further, using structural equation modeling (SEM) the relationship of the 
dimensions of brand equity to brand loyalty was much stronger than the others. The 
hypotheses of the marketing mix elements on dimensions of brand equity were supported, 
but the distribution intensity of brand association was weak and insignificant. The 
weakest relationship was found between price and perceived quality. 
The interpretation of brand equity dimensions is that perceived quality and brand 
associations influence brand loyalty first and then affect brand equity. Therefore, brand 
loyalty has an overall effect related to brand equity, whereas perceived quality and 
associations have an evaluative construction. The relationship of the marketing mix 
elements to the dimensions of brand equity is that the brand equity dimension mediated 
the relationship between the marketing mix elements and overall brand equity. When 
the marketing mix elements are positively related to the brand equity dimension, the 
relationship between the brand equity dimension and overall brand equity are positively 
correlated. 
The findings of testing the impact of the marketing mix elements on brand equity 
exhibited that there was no direct path between the marketing mix and brand equity, but 
the marketing mix elements' effect size relative to brand equity was calculated "on the 
basis of all the relational routes between the element and brand equity" (Yoo et al., 2000, 
p. 205). In addition, findings indicated that firms are likely to have lower brand equity 
if they frequently use price deals as a marketing effort. 
The contribution of the study is that it not only tested the relationship between 
independent variables (marketing mix elements), but also tested the relationship between 
a mediated variable (dimension of brand equity) and the dependent variable (brand 
equity). Several limitations were found in this study. First, only a few marketing 
efforts were tested and they had too broad a scope for managers to get indicators from 
this practice. Second, no interaction of the marketing mix was tested. Third, only 
perceptual data were tested instead of the actual data, which might have caused the 
results to be biased. Finally, restricted products were tested in this study and future 
study can add more product categories. 
Future research needs more empirical studies to validate the dimension of brand 
equity and to support the findings in this study. Interactions between brand equity and 
its consequences found in this study should be a direction for future research. 
Furthermore, relationships between brand equity and other marketing mix variables 
should be tested, and the reciprocal relationships between them should be explored. 
The Yoo et al. study (2000) collected data from students with similar backgrounds 
attending one state university in the United States to analyze the perception of brand 
equity. Therefore, there might have been different outcomes having data from 
consumers in various levels of social classes. Moreover, if the researchers had provided 
more literature on the affect of the marketing mix elements on brand equity to support the 
findings from the SEM analysis, it would have made the results more supportive and 
complete, as well as able to support the relationship between the marketing mix and 
dimensions of brand equity. 
In summary, the literature review by Yoo et al. (2000) was thorough, current and 
complete in describing theories about brand equity and customer-based brand equity, 
This study provided estimates of reliability and established validity for different measures 
and appropriate statistical analyses were conducted, indicating strong internal validity. 
However, due to only focusing on one state university's students, external validity might 
be limited. 
A follow-up empirical study was conducted by Yoo and Donthu (2002) to validate 
the relationship between the marketing mix elements and brand equity across different 
cultures further. A non-experimental, quantitative, and survey research design was used. 
The study was based on the same theory (customer-based brand equity), and used the 
same independent and dependent variables, but tested different cultures to determine any 
variance as a way to validate the theoretical model. 
To compare the sample in Yoo et al. (2000), 624 students from two Korean major 
universities were selected as a convenience sample (Yoo & Donthu, 2002). Reliability 
and validity of the instrument were tested for the Korean sample. Composite reliability 
of internal consistency ranged from .82 to .93. The average variance extracted for each 
construct from factor analysis ranged from .52 to .78, establishing construct validity. 
A two-step (measurement and structural invariance tests) approach was used to 
test the cross-cultural invariance of the same theoretical model. In addition, a 
chi-square fit statistic was used to confirm the model. The results of the measurement 
test showed that 20 factor loadings were equal in the U.S. and Korean samples. 
However, 14 factor loadings were inconsistent across cultures. Measures of brand 
loyalty, distribution intensity, and price showed invariance between the U.S. and Korean 
samples. However, measures of brand awareness and association, brand equity, 
perceived quality, price deals, and advertising spending were varied. 
Findings showed that seven causal paths from the marketing mix elements to 
dimensions of brand equity to overall brand equity were invariant, but six causal paths 
indicated variance across U.S. and Korean samples. In particular, perceived quality and 
brand loyalty showed no invariant effects on brand equity. However, brand awareness 
and association had an invariant effect on brand equity. Among the marketing mix 
elements, price and store image indicated an equivalent and positive effect on perceived 
product quality. In addition, distribution intensity showed an equivalent and positive 
effect on brand loyalty and perceived quality. In contrast, price deals (price promotions) 
illustrated a negative effect on brand awareness and association, and perceived quality. 
Advertising spending showed no invariant effect on dimensions of brand equity across 
U.S. and Korean samples. 
The contribution of the study is in validating measures of the marketing mix 
elements and brand equity across different cultures. However, limitations of the study 
were its restriction on using the same marketing mix elements. Therefore, future studies 
can investigate other marketing mix variables. The strengths of the study were similar 
to the prior study. Internal validity was enhanced by a well-developed theoretical model, 
clear procedures allowing replication, and appropriate statistical analyses. External 
validity limits generalization to U.S. and Korean students from either state or large 
universities. 
In the Yoo et al. (2000) study, researchers tested the relationships among five 
elements (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price 
promotion) of the marketing mix to brand equity. However, there are some studies that 
tested for potential relationships of individual elements of the marketing mix to 
individual constructs of brand equity. These included price and brand loyalty, price and 
perceived quality, store image and brand loyalty, and advertising spending and price deal 
and brand equity. 
Price and Brand Loyalty 
Datta (2003) conducted a qualitative research study to find out if one of the major 
factors - price - might influence consumers brand loyalty. Convenience sampling was 
used to collect data from working women and men between the ages of 25 to 54 in the 
United Kingdom. The participants were divided into two focus groups, with ten 
participants in each group, and given in-depth interviews. The major finding from this 
study was that price had a major influence on customers' brand loyalty. Moreover, 
factors such as sales promotion and advertising might result in the purchase of a brand, 
but might have less influence on customer loyalty to a brand. Once a brand name is 
built with a strong position in a customer's mind, the customer's perception might 
influence the customer's loyalty. Furthermore, a brand with high quality and 
performance in the customer's mind will favorably affect customer purchasing behavior 
towards the brand, and the customer will have loyalty to the brand in the future. 
When a brand builds a strong position in a customer's mind, the customer may 
feel confident and comfortable with the brand. As a result, customers will not easily 
switch their purchasing behavior from this brand to another. This study thoroughly 
reviewed current and antecedent literature on the influence of brand loyalty. However, a 
limitation is that the study does not clearly describe the research procedures and 
methodologies used. It recommended that future researchers focus on how the loyalty 
of a customer toward a consumer goods brand is influenced by related marketing and 
how brand loyalty of customers is influenced by an increase in the price of a consumer 
good. 
Price and Perceived Quality 
Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal(1991) conducted an experimental, quantitative study 
using a survey research designed to investigate the possible influence of price, brand, and 
store name on buyers' perceptions of quality, value, and intention to buy. The study was 
based on Monroe and Krishnan's (1985) conceptual price-quality model. The 
researchers extended the model to a price-quality-value conceptual model that proposed 
that an objective price, along with brand and store names played influential roles on 
perceived quality, which then impacted perceived value and willingness to buy. 
Convenience sampling was used to identify 585 participants from undergraduate 
students enrolled in a large state university. A 5 (price levels) x 3 (brand levels) x 3 
(store levels) factorial design was used and participants were randomly assigned to 45 
different treatment cells (5 price levels x 3 brand levels or 5 price levels x 3 store levels) 
for two different products (calculator and stereo headset player). A one-way ANOVA 
was used to test the three independent variables (price, brand, and store names). The 
results for all three variables using MANOVA (4 price levels x 3 brand levels x 3 store 
levels design) were as expected. The findings showed that price alone was positively 
significantly related to perceived quality (F = 2 5 . 6 5 , ~  < .001) for the calculator but was 
significantly related to the stereo headset player (F  = 116.70,~ < .001) only when brand 
information was absent. The relationships among price, perceived value (F = 89.5 1, p 
< .001) and willingness to buy (F = 2 5 . 2 1 , ~  < .001) were negatively statistically 
significant. On the contrary, brand and store names were found positively related to 
perceived quality, value, and willingness to buy. In this study, price alone was found to 
have a stronger effect than the combined influence of brand and store names on perceived 
quality, value, and willingness to buy. Brand name, price and store information 
influenced perceived quality more when these three factors were combined. 
This study concluded that price and brand name were more important factors of 
perceived product quality than store name. Overall, buyers are unlikely to purchase a 
particular product category based on price alone. Instead, they are likely to rely more 
on information such as brand and store names to determine their purchase. Thus, the 
relationship of price and perceived quality was not strengthened, but decreased by brand 
and store names. These findings offer a strategic implication for brand management. 
The study was the first to extend the investigation of price and perceived quality 
to include perceived value and willingness to buy. In addition, the researchers had 
developed and tested measures of dependent variables (perceived quality, value and 
willingness to buy). Reliability and validity were both estimated and established for the 
measurement. Strengths of the internal validity of the study were based on a conceptual 
framework, using an experimental research design, and employing validated 
measurements. However, external validity limitations due to the use of a convenience 
sample, made it difficult to generalize the results beyond the sample population. 
A replication study can validate the findings, as the researchers claimed this study 
was the first to examine the relationship of price, perceived quality, value and willingness 
to buy. A study exploring wider offerings of products, prices, settings, and populations 
is suggested. In addition, perceptions of value and willingness to buy can be extended 
to a future study by examining actual buying. 
Store Image and Brand Loyalty 
Koo (2003) conducted a study on how store image affects consumer's patronage 
in discount retail stores in Korea. The author used a non-experimental, quantitative 
design, using 5 17 patrons of discount retail stores in Daegu, Korea, a city with a 
population of approximately 2.5 million. Koo's literature review was thorough in 
reviewing current and antecedent literature on store image of discount retailers in Korea. 
A sample of 800 customers having experience in purchasing at discount stores within the 
previous six months was selected, and 572 questionnaires were returned, a response rate 
of 71.5% (p. 52). After eliminating 55 unanswered questionnaires, the final response 
rate was 64.6 %. The measurement of attitude toward a discount retail store was 
adopted from Yoo, Park, and MacInnis (1998) and Macintosh and Lockshin's (1997) 
strategy was used to measure store image. 
The researcher used confirmatory factor analysis to analyze reliability by 
reporting average variances extracted (AVEs). The acceptable reliability was an 
estimated range between .959 and .988 for internal consistency, and construct and 
criterion related validity were established. 
Findings supported that store loyalty was positively affected by discount retail 
store image, but attitude toward the discount retail store that is positively affected by the 
dimension of store image was only partially supported. Using confirmatory factor 
analysis and structural equation modeling the study also found that store satisfaction is 
positively influenced by discount retail store image. Koo's (2003) interpretation was 
that positive store image or attitude toward the discount store image affected 
non-physical attributes such as store atmosphere, and then increased satisfaction. This 
led to the conclusion that each dimension such as store atmosphere, was a part of forming 
the overall store image, satisfaction and loyalty. 
The strengths of the study reported by Koo (2003) are its clear descriptions of the 
research concept and direction. The relationship among the overall attitude towards a 
discount retail store, satisfaction and loyalty was clearly stated, and readers could easily 
understand the purpose of this study. The researcher conducted a literature search to 
identify the possible relationships among store image, satisfaction and loyalty and 
determine whether they have either positive or negative consequences. The reliability 
and validity were clearly reported to indicate the relationships among different variables. 
In the Koo (2003) study, the sample target population was comprised of 
consumers who were retail discount store shoppers within the previous six months. 
However, as discount stores were not opened in Korea until 1997, the familiarity and 
inclination of consumers to shop in discount stores was different when compared to 
consumers in countries that had more discount stores, and where consumers had 
experienced more shopping. As the survey was conducted in Korea, the results are 
limited to countries that have a similar culture to Korea, and they cannot be applied to all 
countries. 
Future studies should test store image with other variables besides satisfaction and 
loyalty to provide distinguishing results from this study. 
Advertising Spending, Price Promotions (Price Deal) and Brand Equity 
Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco (2005) conducted a study to confirm the 
relationship between marketing efforts and brand equity for a durable product (washing 
machines) in Spain. A quantitative, non-experimental and causal survey research design 
was applied. Based on Aaker's (1991) brand equity concept, the study hypothesized that 
marketing actions (perceived advertising spending and price deals) have effects on brand 
equity. 
Proportional random sampling was utilized to obtain a sample of 268 participants. 
Measurements of different constructs in the study were evaluated. Reliability of the 
internal consistency was estimated by Cronbach's alpha, and all constructs exceeded the 
minimum acceptable level of .70 (Nunnally, 1978). In addition, construct validity was 
established by confirmatory factor analysis as all variances extracted exceeded the .50 
level. Most important, structural equation modeling was used to estimate the 
measurement model fit. Various indicators, such as a goodness-of-fit index, the 
comparative fit index, and the normed fit index, showed the measurement model was 
acceptable. 
Structural equation modeling was used to analyze the data. The results of the 
first structural model showed that a causal relationship between perceived advertising 
spending and three dimensions of brand equity was confirmed, but a negative relationship 
to brand loyalty was found. As for the relationship of price deals with brand equity, the 
originally hypothesized negative relationship with perceived quality and brand image was 
confirmed. Further, second structural model estimates were conducted to test a causal 
relationship between perceived advertising spending and the four dimensions (perceived 
quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand image) of brand equity. The findings . 
indicated a positive causal relationship between perceived advertising spending and the 
three dimensions - perceived quality (yll = .272), brand awareness (y31 = .338) and image 
( Y ~ ~  = .175) of brand equity. A negative effect of price deals as related to brand equity 
(h = - .239) was found. However, y, 1 and P denoted the standardized parameters. In 
addition, a positive causal relationship was found between brand awareness and brand 
image (4 = .377) 
The limitations of the research provide direction for future study. First, one of 
the proposed causal relationships between perceived advertising spending and brand 
equity was not confirmed, because the hypothesis was stated in the opposite way. 
Therefore, the same hypothesis might be further tested in different samples and in 
different product categories. In addition, other cross-relationships between the four 
dimensions of brand equity should be proposed to test these measurement models. 
Finally, only two marketing efforts (price and advertising spending) were proposed in this 
study. Future research should consider the interaction of other marketing activities such 
as pricing, distribution, and store image. 
Internal validity strengths of the study were an appropriate research design based 
on a theoretical model, well-established reliability and validity of the instrument, and 
proper statistical analysis using structural equation modeling. External validity 
weaknesses limited generalizing the results only to the sample (in one product category 
and in one specific city, Seville, Spain). Further, as the procedures in this study were 
not clearly described, replication of the study will be difficult. 
Synopsis of the Literature 
The goal of this critical analysis of theoretical and empirical literature was to 
analyze the factors of the marketing mix affecting brand equity leading to consumer's 
store choices of hypermarkets in Taiwan, and to identify future areas of scholarly inquiry. 
The literature reviewed included price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
expenditures, and price promotions (price deal) from the traditional marketing mix four 
Ps. The marketing mix influences brand equity and consumer's store choice. In the 
literature reviewed, the elements of the marketing mix selected differed from the 
traditional four Ps to represent a larger set of marketing programs. 
Yoo et al. (2000) stated that "although these variables do not cover the h l l  
domain of marketing, they represent typical marketing actions" (p. 197). The following 
sections present a synopsis of the theoretical and empirical literature and illustrate what is 
known and unknown about the effect of the marketing mix on consumer's store choice. 
Theoretical literature. Aaker (1991) categorized brand equity as brand loyalty, 
brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association, and other proprietary brand assets. 
Brand equity has either positive or negative brand value for customers. Moreover, 
brand equity can influence customers' decisions when purchasing products. 
Keller (1993) stated that brand knowledge had an assured effect from marketing 
activities and traditional outcome, which was measured in sales if brand knowledge was 
changed. Brand knowledge includes two components-brand awareness and brand image. 
Keller (1993) stated that "brand awareness relates to brand recall and recognition 
performance by consumers" and "brand image refers to the set of associations linked to 
the brand that consumers hold in memory" (p. 2). Therefore, customer-based brand 
equity for this study included brand awareness, association, loyalty as well as perceived 
quality (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993). 
The concept of the marketing mix was described as the product, price, place and 
promotion, similar to the concept of marketing communication tools. Balasubramanian 
and Kumar stated that "marketing communication, broadly defined, includes all the 
advertising and promotional activities carried out by a firm" (1990, p. 57). The 
description of marketing communication tools, such as advertising and promotional 
expenditure, has the same elements as promotional mix. Therefore, marketing 
communication tools for this research are expressed by the promotion element of the 
marketing mix. 
Empirical literature. In the Yoo et al. (2000) study, data collection was from 
students who had similar backgrounds instead of general customers. Therefore, the 
consequences of perceptions of brand equity from students and customers may have 
different results. Future study with a general customer characteristic sample should 
investigate more marketing mix and brand equity variables to support and extend earlier 
studies. Internal and external validities are enhanced by a well-developed theoretical 
model and proper statistical analyses. However, only U.S. and Korean university 
students were selected in this research. 
In the Datta (2003) study, price was the major element to influence brand loyalty 
when surveying customers between ages 25 to 54. Moreover, sales promotion and 
advertising were also elements tested for influence on brand loyalty and customer loyalty 
to a brand, but these had less effect. In addition, brands with higher quality and 
performance affected customer purchasing behavior and led to higher brand loyalty. 
Future research can study the influence of marketing strategy, such as price variables on 
customer's loyalty and brand loyalty toward consumer goods. 
The study by Dodd et al. (1991) showed the affect that price, brand, and store 
name had on buyers' perceptions of quality, value, and intentions to buy. The results 
found price and brand name influence consumers' perception of quality more than store 
name. When consumers purchase goods, they rely on brand and store name more than 
depending only on price. A future study was suggested to test if perceptions of value 
and willingness to buy affect actual buying behavior. 
The Koo (2003) empirical study researched how consumer perceptions about 
store image influenced purchasing behavior. When consumers perceived a store image 
positively, the results led to consumer satisfaction and loyalty. For future studies, more 
in-depth investigating and testing of the relationships among store image, satisfaction and 
loyalty in different retailer environment is needed. Moreover, testing store image with 
other marketing variables besides satisfaction and loyalty, such as store image and 
perceived quality, may provide more valuable information than found in previous studies. 
Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco (2005) stated that there was a positive 
relationship between advertising spending and four constructs of brand equity. However, 
the relationship between price deal and brand equity was negative. Moreover, the 
research found that the relationship between brand awareness and brand image was 
positive. In addition, a positive causal relationship was found between brand awareness 
and brand image. The strength of this study was that it not only tested the effectiveness 
of the marketing mix elements (advertising spending and price deals) on brand equity, but 
also the relationship among all elements of brand equity. 
In sum, the results from the empirical literature can be concluded as follows: 
First, Yoo et al.'s (2000) study showed that each element of the marketing mix and the 
brand equity construct can be tested and linked to either positive or negative relationships 
among elements and constructs. Second, Datta's (2003) research showed that price is 
the major influence on brand loyalty in the U. K. consumer goods market. Third, Dodds 
et al.'s (1991) study found that price and perceived quality had a significant, positive 
relationship, but was negatively correlated with the perceived value and consumer 
willingness to buy. Fourth, Koo's (2003) research showed that store image influenced 
consumer's patronage in discount retailers in Korea and affected consumer store loyalty 
and brand loyalty. Fifth, Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-Franco's (2005) research 
revealed that the relationship between advertising spending and brand equity was positive, 
but the relationship between price deals and brand equity was negative. 
Conclusions 
The impact of the marketing mix on consumer behavior was influenced through 
product, price, location, and promotion. However, different factors also have effects 
and influence consumers' perception and change consumers' purchasing behavior. 
Aaker's (1991) brand equity consisted of brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived 
quality, and brand association dimensional concepts. Keller (1993), based on Aaker's 
brand equity concept, developed the point of view fi-om customers called customer-based 
brand equity. Customers have different reactions when dealing with brand and 
non-branded products or services (Keller, 1993). Customers will depend on the recall or 
recognition of brands, which results in different buying consequences. See Table 2- 1. 
Table 2-1 
Theoretical Literature 
Author(s) and Year Title Major Finding(s) 
Aaker, D. A. (1991) Brand Equity Brand Equity has five 
components: Brand Loyalty, 
 rand Awareness, Perceived 
Quality, Brand Association, 
and Other Proprietary Brand 
Assets 
Keller, K. L. (1 993) Customer-Based Brand 1. Brand Knowledge has 
Equity (CBBE) two components: Brand 
Awareness and Brand 
Image. 
2. CBBE is defined as the 
"differential effect of 
brand knowledge on 
consumer response to the 
marketing of the brand" 
(Keller, 1993, p. 2). 
3. CBBE involves 
consumers' response to 
named or non-named 
products due to the 
different marketing mix 
elements. 
Several studies have evaluated the relationships between the four Ps and brand 
equity. First, some developing retailing markets only have the basic concepts of the 
marketing mix but do not extend the concept to the service areas. Second, price 
reductions will not attract customers to purchase products more often and many 
customers will not notice price reductions. More loyal customers is the goal that 
retailers should concentrate on in the future. Third, distribution intensity was a 
significant factor affecting consumers in choosing shopping centers (Yilmaz, 2004). 
Different demographic area surveys revealed differences in the results of consumers' 
behaviors (Koo, 2003). Besides product, price, location, and promotion, brand equity is 
an important element to influence customers' decisions toward the brand. In addition, 
the empirical studies usually used college students to be the target population and lack the 
reality of data from typical buyers (Yoo et al., 2000). Many research studies have small 
simple size; therefore, the results are not representative of the population. See Table 2-2. 
Table 2-2 
Empirical Literature 
Author(s) and Year Title Major Findings 
Datta, P. R. (2003) Price and Brand Loyalty 1. Price is the major element 
to influence brand loyalty 
in consumer goods market 
in the U.K. 
2. Advertising and sales 
promotion have less 
influence on customer in 
loyalty to brand. 
3. Brands with higher quality 
and performance affect 
customer purchasing 
behavior and have higher 
brand loyalty. 
Price and Perceived Quality 1. Price is positively 
significantly related to 
perceived quality. 
2. Price is negatively related 
to perceived value and 
willingness to buy. 
Dodds, W. B. 
Monroe, K. B. 
Grewal, D (1 991) 
3. Brand and store name are 
positively related to 
perceived quality, value, 
and willingness to buy. 
4. Price and brand name are 
more important factors of 
product perceived quality 
than store name. 
Table 2-2 (continued) 
Empirical Literature 
Author(s) and Year Title 
Koo, D. M. (2003) Store Image and 1. 
Brand Loyalty 
Pappu, R. 
Quester, P. (2006) 
(Measurement) 
A Consumer-based method 1. 
for Retailer Equity 
Measurement: Results of An 
Empirical Study 
Villarejo-Ramos, A. F. Advertising Spending and 1. 
Sanchez-Franco, M. J. Price deal and Brand Equity 
(2005) 
2. 
Major Findings 
Store image affects 
- 
consumer's patronage in 
discount retail stores in 
Korea. 
Store image affects store 
loyalty, and store 
satisfaction. 
Tested the relationships 
among store image, store 
satisfaction and loyalty. 
survey was conducted in 
department stores and 
specialty store in 
Australian state capital 
city mall. 
Existing retailer equity 
measurement lacks clarity 
about nature and 
dimensionality. 
The reliabilities of four 
concepts ranged from 0.75 
to 0.92 (suggested level is 
0.7). 
The measure of brand 
equity was also tested by 
Yoo and Donthu (2001) 
and Pappu et al. (2005). 
Advertising spending is 
positively related to brand 
equity. 
Price deal is negatively 
related to brand equity. 
A positive causal 
relationship between 
brand awareness and brand 
image. 
Table 2-2 (continued) 
Empirical Literature 
Author(s) and Year Title Major Findings 
Yoo, B. H. Marketing Mix and 1. Testing the relationship 
Donthu, N. Brand Equity between the marketing 
Lee, S. H. (2000) mix elements (price, store 
image, distribution 
intensity, advertising 
spending, and price 
promotion) and brand 
equity. 
2. Perceived quality and 
brand loyalty showed no 
invariant effect on brand 
equity. 
3. Brand awareness and 
brand association have 
invariant effects on brand 
equity. 
4. Price and store image have 
positive effects on 
perceived product quality. 
5. Distribution intensity has a 
positive effect on 
perceived quality and 
brand loyalty. 
6. Price promotion has a 
negative effect on brand 
awareness and association. 
7. Advertising spending has 
no invariant effect on 
dimensions of brand 
equity. 
Recommendations 
Expanding the theoretical formulations proposed by Aaker (1 991), brand equity is 
an area of future scholarly inquiry. There is a need to enlarge the constructs of brand 
equity from Aaker's original brand equity concept. In addition, Keller's (1993) 
customer-based brand equity theory included the perception of customers on brand equity. 
Although Keller based his study on Aaker's (1991) brand equity research and developed 
his own customer-based brand equity their approach, both have some common constructs. 
Because there is a general brand theory that combines and develops a brand equity theory, 
it makes the brand equity more meaningful. 
Future areas of scholarly inquiry using critical analyses of the theoretical and 
empirical literature are needed in the areas of the relationship among price, store image, 
distribution intensity, advertising expenditure, and price deal, and elements of brand 
equity and consumers store choice. There is a gap in the literature on the importance of 
brand equity in the consumers' choice between mega-retail stores, such as superstores 
and hypermarkets. Studies using statistical procedures to test the effects of the 
marketing mix, brand equity and hypermarket store are also needed. In addition, 
analytical review of theories and studies are needed to examine the relationship among 
the marketing mix, brand equity and mega-retailer store choice. 
Empirical studies are needed to understand the influence of individual 
components of the marketing mix on brand equity further, as well as the relationships 
among the marketing mix elements for large retail stores. A few studies were developed 
to research one or two elements to explain how the marketing mix affects brand equity, 
but they did not include all elements. In addition, understanding which construct of 
brand equity was the most affected by the marketing mix will lead retailers to develop 
and to implement better strategies in the future. 
Methodological study is another area of future scholarly inquiry where design, 
sample size, population studied, and measurement of variables are needed for better 
studies of overall brand equity. The sample size should be increased to address external 
validity concerns and to an integrative design should be employed to examine the effect 
of the marketing mix and brand equity. 
Theoretical Framework for the Study 
Based on McCarthy's (1971) concept of the marketing mix, Aaker's (1991) 
concept of brand equity, and Keller's (1993) concept of customer-based brand equity, Yoo, 
Donthu, and Lee (2000) conducted an empirical study to develop a framework of five 
marketing mix variables and four brand equity variables to test the relationship among 
them. Yoo et al. (2000) chose five marketing mix variables, price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price promotions (price deals) rather than 
the traditional "four Ps" of marketing activities to represent the set of marketing 
programs as the independent variables. Four brand equity variables, brand loyalty, 
perceived quality, brand awareness, and brand association were the dependent variables. 
An exploratory and explanatory study that examined the relationship between the 
marketing mix and brand equity in the Taiwanese hypermarket industry, was conducted to 
understand shopper store choice decisions further, to increase store sales, and to help in 
making more effective marketing decisions. 
One study has integrated the marketing mix and tested the relationship between 
the marketing mix and brand equity (Yoo et al., 2000). As a result, this study proposed 
an incorporated theoretical framework to lead research questions and hypotheses to 
explore the relationship between the marketing mix and brand equity. 
The definition of the marketing mix, the four Ps - product, price, place and 
promotion proposed by McCarthy (1960) is widely accepted. The marketing mix 
symbolizes the "controllable elements of marketing which collectively form the basis for 
customers' perceptions of an organization" (Judd, 2003, p. 1303). However, the original 
four Ps were developed from "the needs of the manufactured goods sector and the needs 
of practitioners to break down their decision making into a number of identifiable and 
actionable headings" (Dennis, Fenech, & Menilees, 2005, p. 180). 
McCarfhy (1971) stated that "developing a marketing mix must be an integral part 
of selecting a target market" (p. 44) and all elements must be set at the same time to 
coordinate with the marketing strategy for successful strategy. Hence, "the four major 
ingredients of the marketing mix are the 'four P's"' (McCarthy, 1971, p. 44). All four 
Ps are important elements of the marketing mix, and each of them is significant and 
equal. 
Since the 1970s, the hypermarket concept has expanded and has grown rapidly, 
particularly in France and Germany, but has developed slowly in North America. Based 
on the study by RondCCataluiia et al. (2005), a hypermarket was viewed as a self-service 
retailing format providing not only a wide variety of products in a retail area but also a 
free and big parking area and other services. Hypermarkets "range from 225,000 to 
325,000 square feet and offer 45,000 to 60,000 different product" (Pride & Ferrell, 2007, 
p. 366). For example, Carrefour, Hipcrsol, COSTCO, and Tesco were viewed as 
hypermarkets (Rondh-Cataluiia et al., 2005). 
Dimensions of brand equity - brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, 
and brand association, were proposed by Aaker (1991). From the customers' 
perspective, brand equity provides information about the characteristic of products and 
brands, and helps them perceive and process what customers have in their memory. 
Therefore, "brand equity can affect customer purchase confidence when they are facing 
the decisions of choosing products or brands" (Aaker, 1991, p. 16). 
Based on Aaker's (1991) brand equity, Keller (1993) developed the 
customer-based brand equity from the perspective of the consumer. From Keller's 
(1993) perception, brand equity was an integrated concept from the perspective of 
different consumers. Customer-based brand equity is "the differential effect of brand 
knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand" (Keller, 1993, p. 1). 
Keller emphasized more on customer knowledge about the brand than non-customer 
perception. Customers will have different reactions when they are dealing with the 
same marketing mix elements but contributing diversely from different brand names. 
Therefore, consumers' reactions were involved in customer-based brand equity to the 
same element of the marketing mix when compared with a fictitiously named or unnamed 
product or service (1993). 
Based on the recommendations for future study resulting from the literature 
review and the theoretical framework guiding this study, research questions and 
hypotheses were generated for this study about the relationships among the marketing 
mix, brand equity, and characteristic of Taiwanese customers of four hypermarkets 
(Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and Gtant). 
Research Questions 
1. What are the characteristics of customers of the four Taiwanese hypermarket 
stores (Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and GCant), and their perceptions of the 
marketing mix and customer-based brand equity? 
2. Are there significant differences in customers' perceptions of the marketing mix 
variables and customer-based brand equity for each of the Taiwanese markets ? 
3. Are there differences in customers' perceptions of the marketing mix, and 
perceptions of customer-based brand equity according to the characteristic of 
Taiwanese hypermarket customers? 
Research Hypotheses 
HI. There is a significant relationship between the marketing mix (price, store image, 
distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price deals) and 
customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, 
and brand association). 
HI,: There is a significant relationship between the marketing mix (price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price deals) and 
brand loyalty. 
Hlb: There is a significant relationship between the marketing mix (price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price deals) and 
brand awareness. 
HI,: There is a significant relationship between the marketing mix (price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price deals) and 
perceived quality. 
Hid: There is a significant relationship between the marketing mix (price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price deals) and 
brand association. 
HZ: There is a significant relationship among these four hypermarket stores, the 
marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, 
and price deals) and customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, and brand association). 
HZa: There is a significant relationship among these four hypermarket stores, 
the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand loyalty. 
Hzb: There is a significant relationship among these four hypermarket stores, 
the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand awareness. 
Hz,: There is a significant relationship among these four hypermarket stores, 
the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and perceived quality. 
H2d: There is a significant relationship among these four hypermarket stores, 
the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand association. 
H3: There is a significant relationship among customer characteristics, the marketing 
mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price 
deals) and customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, 
perceived quality, and brand association). 
H3,: There is a significant relationship among customer characteristics, the 
marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand loyalty. 
H3b: There is a significant relationship among customer characteristics, the 
marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand awareness. 
Hjc: There is a significant relationship among customer characteristics, the 
marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and perceived quality. 
H3d: There is a significant relationship among customer characteristics, the 
marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
spending, and price deals) and brand association. 
Based on Aaker's (1991) and Keller's (1993) theories, a hypothesized model was 
developed to test the relationships among the marketing mix, four hypermarkets, 
customer characteristics, and customer-based brand equity in Taiwanese hypermarkets. 
Research hypothesis 1 and its four sub-hypotheses examined the relationships between 
the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. Research hypothesis 2 and its four 
sub-hypotheses examined the relationship among the marketing mix, four hypermarkets, 
and customer-based brand equity. Research hypothesis 3 and its four sub-hypotheses 
were examined the relationships among the marketing mix, customer characteristics and 
customer-based brand equity. As shown in Figure 2-1, the marketing mix was the 
independent variable through four dimensions of customer-based brand equity. 
1- .-.-.- 
Marketing Mix 
Customer Characteristics 
I 
1 Customer-Based Brand Equity 
1 Hypermarket Stores 
Figure 2-1: Hypothesized model of the effects of the marketing mix elements on 
customer-based brand equity. 
Brand 
Association 
Hid, Hzd, H3d 
Perceived 
Quality 
Hlc, HZC, H3e 
Brand 
Loyalty 
Hi,, HZ,, H3a 
Brand 
Awareness 
Hib, H z ~ ,  H3b 
Chapter I1 provided the literature review of the marketing mix, brand equity, and 
customer-based brand equity and the theoretical framework from each applied theory of 
the marketing mix, brand equity, and customer-based brand equity. In addition, research 
questions about the characteristics of Taiwanese customers in hypermarkets and 
customers' perceptions of the marketing mix and brand equity were stated. Finally, the 
research hypotheses provided the expected relationships among five marketing mix 
variables and four brand equity variables in this study. 
Critical analyses of the theoretical and empirical literature related to the 
marketing mix, brand equity, and customer-based brand equity led to the literature gap 
that no research was found that applied the four Ps to customer-based brand equity for 
Taiwanese hypermarkets. Consequently, the hypotheses tested the relationships between 
the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. Chapter I11 presents the 
methodology for the study about the relationships among the marketing mix, 
customer-based brand equity, and characteristics of Taiwanese customers of four 
hypermarket stores (Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and Gtant). 
CHAPTER I11 
METHODOLOGY 
In this chapter, research methods used to test the hypotheses and answer the 
research questions about the relationships among five marketing mix elements (price, 
store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price deals) and 
customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and 
brand association) in four major Taiwanese hypermarkets are presented. The chapter 
sections are a description of the research design, population, sample plan and setting, 
instrumentation, data collection procedures, and data analysis. The conclusion of this 
chapter is an evaluation of the research methods that were applied utilized in this study. 
Research Design 
A quantitative, non-experimental, correlational (explanatory), and comparative 
(exploratory), intercept survey research design was used to examine the relationships 
among the marketing mix and brand equity for customers in Kaohsiung, Taiwan who 
were 18 years old or older. The sample was accessed using systematic and 
proportionate sampling plans. A survey in the public areas of four hypermarkets was 
used to collect data from a randomly selected sample during weekdays and weekend 
days. 
The self-report survey (see Appendix A) used in this study had three parts. 
Customer characteristic variables of gender, age, marital status, education, occupation, 
income level, shopping frequency, spending amount, and purchase experiences of 
Taiwanese customers were measured by Part 1, Customers Characteristic Profile, 
developed by the researcher. Part 2, Marketing Mix Scale, was developed by Yoo et al. 
(2000) and consisted of five constructs: price, store image, advertising spending, 
distribution intensity, and price deals (price promotions). Part 3, the Customer-Based 
Brand Equity Scale, was developed by Pappu and Quester (2006) and consisted of four 
constructs: brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association. 
There were three research questions explored in this study. Research Question 1 
described the characteristics of Taiwanese customers (age, gender, marital status, 
educational level, occupation level, income level, shopping frequency, spending amount, 
and purchase experience) of the four hypermarkets, and their perceptions of the 
marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. Frequency distributions, measures of 
central tendency, and variability were utilized to answer Research Question 1, describing 
all variables. 
Research Question 2, examined differences in Taiwanese hypermarkets 
perceptions of the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity for each of the 
Taiwanese markets. The independent variable and attribute variables were these four 
hypermarket stores. The dependent variables were perceptions of the marketing mix 
and perceptions of customer-based brand equity. One-way ANOVA with post hoc 
comparisons was used to test the differences in perceptions of the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity for these Taiwanese markets. Research Question 3, 
examined differences in perceptions of the marketing mix, and perceptions of brand 
equity according to the characteristics of Taiwanese hypermarket customers. The 
independent variable was characteristics of Taiwanese hypermarket customers. The 
dependent variables were perceptions of the marketing mix, and perceptions of brand 
equity. For comparisons between the characteristics of Taiwanese hypermarket 
customers (gender and purchase experiences), a t-test was used to test the gender and 
customers' purchase experiences of Taiwanese hypermarket customers. ANOVA with 
post hoc comparison was used to test for the differences of Taiwanese hypermarket 
customers (marital status, age, educational level, occupation level, and income level, 
shopping frequency, spending amount), perceptions of the marketing mix, and 
perceptions of brand equity according to the of Taiwanese hypermarket customers. 
Three hypotheses were tested in this study. The first hypothesis examined the 
potential relationship among the marketing mix (price, store image, advertising 
spending, distribution intensity, and price deals) and customer-based brand equity 
(brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association). The 
independent (explanatory) variable was the marketing mix and the dependent variable 
was customer-based brand equity (Hypothesis 1, la, Ib, lc, and Id). The second and 
third hypotheses explored possible relationships among customers' characteristics, these 
four hypermarkets, the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. The 
independent variables and attribute (explanatory) variables were customer 
characteristics, these four hypermarkets, and the marketing mix. The dependent 
variable was customer-based brand equity (Hypotheses 2,2a, 2b, 2c, and 2d, and 
Hypotheses 3,3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d). For hypotheses testing, multiple regression analyses 
were utilized. 
Population, Sampling Plan, Setting 
Target Population 
In this study, the target population was customers who were at least 18 years old, 
lived in Kaohsiung city and shopped in one of four hypermarket store chains. There 
were four similar sized major hypermarkets chains, Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and 
Geant, located in the eastern, western, southern, and northern part of Taiwan. Eighty 
nine hypermarket stores belong to these four major hypermarket chains. In this study, 
the researcher assumed customers who were 18 years old or older had the capacity to 
purchase goods in hypermarkets. The population of 18 year old or older living in 
Kaohsiung city was approximately 1.1 million in 2006 (Civil Affairs Bureau, Kaohsiung 
City Government, 2006). Therefore, the target population was approximately 50% of 
1.1 million that were at least 18 years old which was 555,000 in Kaohsiung city. 
Accessible Population 
The accessible population of customers consisted of those shopping at four major 
hypermarket chains in Kaohsiung city on a weekday and weekend day. Carrefour, for 
instance, had approximately 4,000 customers shopping each weekday and 7,000 
customers shopping each weekend day. The average Carrefour shoppers per week was 
5(4,000) + 2(7,000) = 34,000. RT-Mart had approximately 3,000 customers shopping 
each weekday and 6,000 customers shopping each weekend day. The average number 
of RT-Mart shoppers per week was 5(3,000) + 2(6,000) = 27,000. COSTCO had 2,500 
customers shopping each weekday and 5,500 customers shopping each weekend day. 
The average number of COSTCO shoppers per week was 5(2,500) + 2(5,500) = 23,500. 
GBant had 1,000 customers shopping each weekday and 2,000 customers shopping each 
weekend day. The average number of Gkant shoppers per week was 5(1,000) + 2(2,000) 
= 9,000 (C. H. Sheng, personal communication, November 25,2006). The average 
number of customers in a week that shopped in these four stores was 93,500. Of these 
shoppers, 34% shop on week days and 66% shop on the weekend days. Table 3-1 
shows the distribution of hypermarket shoppers in these stores each weekday, each 
weekend day, and on average each week. The percentage distribution each week was 
36% for Carrefour, 29% for RT-Mart, 25% for COSTCO, and 10% for Gtant. 
Table 3 - 1 
Distribution of Customers Shopping in Four Hypermarket Stores Each Weekday, Each 
Weekend Day, and Average in One Week 
Weekday Weekend Average in One Average in One 
Average Average (Each Weekday and One Week 
Day) Weekend Day 
N Yo N yo N Yo N % 
Carrefour 4000 38 7000 34 11000 35 34000 36 
RT-Mart 3000 28 6000 29 9000 29 27000 29 
COSTCO 2500 24 5500 27 8000 26 23500 25 
GCant 1,000 10 2,000 10 3,000 10 9,000 10 
Total 10,500 100 20,500 100 31,000 100 93,500 100 
Note. Source C. H. Sheng, personal communication, November 25,2006. 
The accessible population for the four hypermarkets on one weekday was 10,500 
(4,000 + 3,000 + 2,500 + 1,000) customers. The accessible population for the four 
hypermarkets on one weekend day was 20,500 (7,000 + 6,000 + 5,500 + 2,000). The 
researcher was interested in selecting customers shopping on one week day and one 
weekend day in each store. Therefore, the accessible population of customers who 
shopped in the four hypermarkets on one weekday and one weekend day, averaged about 
3 1,000. 
Sampling Plan and Setting 
The sample was selected kom customers intercepted in a public area outside of 
the four markets by using proportionate, systematic sampling, which was a random 
probability sampling plan. The final data producing sample was self-selected based on 
customers that agreed to partidpate in the study. The data collection process occurred 
during two different time periods of operational times: weekdays and weekends. In this 
study, respondents were asked to complete the survey before entering the markets, and 
the survey took place in the public areas outside the markets. 
Sampling 
Selecting an adequate sample size can reduce sampling error. Hence, "The 
larger the sample, the less the potential error that the sample will be different from the 
population" (Creswell, 2005, p. 149). In estimating the sample size needed, there were 
two major considerations: (1) the sample size needed to perform certain statistical 
analyses, and (2) estimating the sample size needed based on the size of the target 
population. 
Two major statistical analyses including multiple regression and factor analysis 
were used. The estimated sample size for multiple regression was based on Green's 
(1991) estimate: n (sample size) = 50 + 8 (m), when "m" is the number of explanatory 
variables. 
For R~ (multiple regression), n = 50 + 8(m), n is the sample size, and m was the 
number of predictor (or explanatory) variables. The maximum number of predictor 
variables in this study was for Hypotheses 2 and 3, where m = 14. This included nine 
for customer characteristics and five for the marketing mix: price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price promotions or price deals. The 
total for "m" is 14. For R~ (multiple regression), the minimum sample size needed was: 
n = 50 + 8 (14) = 162, or at least 162 respondents. 
The second consideration in estimating the needed sample size was based on the 
size of the population. Using a table of the sample size (S) required for given 
population sizes (N) shown by Gay (1996, p. 125), the minimum sample size needed was 
379 if the population was 30,000. The customer population of the four markets was 
3 1,000 in an average week. Therefore, the minimum sample size needed was 379. 
Due to the required sample size for each market the study would have 500 respondents. 
The smallest market, Gtant, had a 10% market share. This was sufficient for the 
statistical tests planned for this study. When the research set its significance level at 0.5 
to satisfy "detecting the R~ 80 percent of the time it occurs, a sample of 50 respondents 
will detect IZ2 values of 23 percent and greater" (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 
2005, p. 195) with five independent variables. 
Proportionate (Probabilio) 
A proportionate sampling plan was designed with two elements in the plan. One 
element was to obtain a proportionate representation of shoppers for the four stores. 
The second was to obtain a proportionate representation of customers that shopped on a 
weekday and a weekend day. With a desired sample size of 500 based on 3 1,000 
shoppers for one weekday and one weekend day, proportionate sampling of shoppers 
requires 36% (n = 180) from Carrefour, 29% (n = 145) from RT-Mart, 25% (n = 125) 
from COSTCO, and 10% (n = 50) from GBant. In addition, 34% shopped on week days 
and 66% shopped on the weekend. Table 3-2 presents the number of customers that 
were sampled on a weekday and weekend day for each hypermarket store. 
Table 3-2 
Proportionate Sampling Plan of Customers Shopping in Four Hypermarket Stores to 
Obtain A Desired Sample of N 
% 
of Shoppers 
Needed By 
Hypermarket 
Store 
N 
of Shoppers 
Needed by 
Hypermarket 
Store 
I\ 
of Shoppers 
of Shoppers Needed by Needed by 
Hypermarket Store Hypermarket Store Representing Representing 
34% of 66% of Weekend 
Shoppers Day Shoppers 
Carrefour 36% 180 61 119 
RT-Mart 29% 145 49 96 
COSTCO 25% 125 43 82 
GCant 10% 50 17 33 
Total 100% 500 170 330 
Note. Source: C. H. Sheng, personal communication, November 25,2006. 
Systematic Sampling (Probability) 
According to the study by Gay (2000), systematic sampling was referred to 
"sampling in which individuals are selected from a list by taking every Kth name" (p. 
131). The author pointed out that what a Kth name is depended on what K is, so "what 
K actually equals depends on the size of the list and the desired sample size" (p. 132). 
This sampling strategy is often used for the study of large populations. In this study, the 
process of systematic sampling used was to select customers who were ready to enter the 
markets. Because the list of the population in this study was randomly ordered, a 
systematic sample was able to be explained as a random sample. (Gay, 2000). Further, a 
systematic sampling technique "may be more convenient because individuals do not have 
to be numbered and it does not require a random numbers table" (Creswell, 2005, p. 147). 
Hours of operation for Carrefour are 9:00 a.m. to 11 100 p.m. during weekdays and 
9:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. during weekend days. Hours of operation for RT-Mart are 8:30 
a.m. to 10:30 p.m., Monday through Sunday. Hours of operation for COSTCO are 
10:OO a.m. to 9:30 p.m., Monday through Sunday. Hours of operation for GCant are 
8:30 a.m. to 11:OO p.m., Sunday through Thursday and 8:30 a.m. to 12:OO a.m. Friday and 
Saturday. 
The data collection process was divided into two periods for weekdays and 
weekend days based on operational hours of the hypermarkets. For Carrefour, data 
collection was from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. in the morning and 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. in 
the evening for two weekdays, and 9:00 a.m. to 10:OO p.m. in two weekend days (8 hours 
in weekdays and 13 hours in one weekend day). The data collection for RT-Mart took 
place from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. in the morning, and 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. in the 
evening for two weekdays and 8:30 a.m. to 1 :30 p.m. in the day time and 3:30 p.m. to 
8:30 in the evening for two weekend days (8 hours in one weekday and 10 hours in one 
weekend day). The data collection periods for COSTCO took place from 10:OO a.m. to 
l:00 p.m. in the morning, and 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the evening for two weekdays, 
and 10:OO a.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the day time for two weekend days (6 hours in one 
weekday and 10 hours in one weekend day). The data collection periods for GCant took 
place from 8:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. in the morning, and 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the 
evening for two weekdays, and 8:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. in the day time for two weekend 
days (6 hours in on week day and 10 hours in one weekend day). See Table 3-3. 
Table 3-3 
Operational Hours at Each Market during Weekday and Weekend Day 
Customer Customer on Operational Hours Operational Hours 
on Weekend Day /Week Days Weekend Days 
Weekday 
Carrefour 4,000 7,000 9:OOa.m-1l:OOp.m. 9:OOa.m.-1:OOa.m 
(14 hours) (1 6 hours) 
RT-Mart 3,000 6,000 8:30a.m.-10:30p.m. 8:30a.m.-10:30p.m. 
(14 hours) (14 hours) 
COSTCO 2,500 5,500 10:OOa.m.-9:30p.m. 10:OOa.m.-9:30p.m. 
(1 1.5 hours) (11.5 hours) 
Giant 1,000 2,000 8:30 a.m.- 11:OO p.m. 8:30 a.m. - 12:OO a.m. 
(14.5 hours) (15.5 hours) 
There are two entrances for each market. One entrance is located between the 
parking lot and market; the other entrance is located between the motorcycle parking 
space and market. In Taiwan, the percentage of customers that drive by car to a market 
is approximately 80%, while 20% ride a motorcycle to the market. Eighty percent of 
sample were customers that drove cars and 20% of the sample were motor cycle 
customers (C. H. Sheng, personal communication, December 9,2006). 
Therefore, the researcher and assistants formed two teams for the data collection outside 
the two entrances of each market. 
With an anticipated response rate of 10% of hypermarket customers in the study, 
it was estimated that 1,800 Carrefour, 1,450 RT-Mart, 1,250 COSTCO, and 500 GBant 
customers were needed to be intercepted to produce a final data producing sample of 500 
(10% of the 5,000 customers was needed to be sampled). See Table 3-4 
Table 3-4 
Calculation of Kfor Systematic Sampling at Each market Store for Weekday and Weekend 
Day Intercept Survey 
Weekday Determining K with a Weekend Day Determining K with a 
10% Resoonse Rate 10% Response Rate 
For weekday For weekend Day 
N Sample N with K= N Sample N with K= 
Needed 10% (Rounding Needed 10% (Rounding 
Response Down) Response Down) 
Rate Rate 
Carrefour 4000 61 610 40001610 7000 119 1200 700011200 
COSTCO 2500 43 430 25001430 5500 82 820 55001820 
= 5.8 = 6.7 
K = 6  K =  7 
K = 6  
Total 10500 170 1700 20500 330 3300 
Note. Source: C. H. Sheng, personal communication, November 25,2006. 
The first customer who was selected to complete the questionnaire during the 
weekday and weekend is the random start for the survey. The setting for data collection 
took place in the public areas outside four major hypermarkets in Kaohsiung city. 
To avoid the same customer being selected more than once, the researcher and 
assistants asked customers whether they had completed the survey at a prior time. If the 
customers had completed the survey before or declined to do the questionnaire, then the 
next eligible customer was selected. The researcher and assistants planed to spend a one 
week period at each market. However, the entire survey took four weeks to complete 
and data collection continued at each market until the proportionate number was reached. 
As an incentive to participate in the study during data collection periods, the 
researcher and assistants gave participants who completed the survey a coupon valued at 
NT 100 (approximately US$ 3.00 dollars) that was issued by the Carrefour, RT-Mart or 
Gkant. For the COSTCO participants who completed the survey, each respondent 
received a NT 100 gift card issued by a department store because COSTCO does not 
issue coupons. 
Eligibility Criteria 
1. Customers who were I8 years of age or older. 
2. Customers who were able to read and write traditional Chinese. 
3. The areas for the survey were limited to the public areas, near the entrance to 
the four markets in Kaohsiung city. 
4. Customers who agreed to participate and complete the entire questionnaire. 
5. Customers who had experienced shopping at the market. 
Exclusion Criteria 
1. Customers who were younger than 18 years of age. 
2. Customers who were not able to read and write traditional Chinese. 
3. Customers who were first time shoppers at the market. 
Instrumentation 
A three-part questionnaire was used to measure the variables. Part 1 was 
Customer Characteristics, developed by the researcher. It included nine items that 
measured demographic and other characteristics of customers shopping in one of the four 
stores (Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and GCant). Part 2 was Marketing Mix, a 15-item 
scale that measured customers' perception of five marketing mix elements. This scale 
was developed by Yoo et al. (2000). Part 3 was Customer-Based Brand Equity, a 
23-item scale developed by Pappu and Quester (2006). There were a total of 47 items 
on the survey, and it took approximately 10 minutes for the customer to complete it. A 
survey was developed for each market (See Appendix A, Survey). Table 3-5 
summarizes the constructs of the questionnaire. 
Table 3-5 
Constructs of the Questionnaire 
Part Name Develouers Items 
1 Customer Characteristics The researcher 9 
2 Marketing Mix Yoo, Donthu & Lee (2000)a 15 
3 Customer-Based Brand Equity Pappu & Quester (2006)~ 23 
a. Marketing Mix Scale is from "An Examination of selected Marketing Mix Elements and Brand Equitv" 
- * .  
by B. H. Yoo, N. Donthu, and S. G. Lee, 2000, Journal ofAcademy o f ~ a r k e f i n ~  science, 28(2), 
pp.195-211. Adapted with Permission of the authors 
b. Brand Equity Scale is from "A consumer-based method for retailer equity measurement: Results of an 
empirical study" by R. Pappu, and P. Quester, 2006, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 13(5), pp. 
317-32. Adapted with Permission of authors 
Part I: Customer Characteristics 
Part 1, Customer Characteristics included a demographic profile consisting of 
nine questions. These questions described 
characteristics of respondents. These questions included gender, age, marital status, 
educational level, occupational level, income level, shopping frequency, spending amount, 
and purchase experience. There were three questions about hypermarket shopping. 
Gender was categorized as "Male" and "Female". A fill-in-the-blank measured age in 
years. Marital status categories included "Single" "Married," "Divorced," and 
"Widowed." The sections of education and occupation followed Hollingshead's scaled 
categories to determine social status or Index of Social Position (as cited in Miller & 
Salkind, 2002). Seven categories meawared education level: "Postgraduate (MA, MS, 
ME, MD, PhD, L L D  "Four-year college graduate" "One to three years college" "High 
school graduate" "High school" "Junior school" and "Less than junior school". 
Occupation level was also measured by Hollingshead's (2004) seven category scale: 
"Corporate executives of large concerns, proprietors, or major professionals" "Business 
managers or proprietors of medium-sized businesses" "Administrative personnel or 
owners of small businesses" "Clerical and sales workers or technicians" "Skilled manual 
employees" "Machine operators and semiskilled employees" "Unskilled employees" and 
"Other". Income level was based on the monthly salary in New Taiwanese (NT) dollars 
with six categories, "NT20,OOO or Less," "NT20,OOl - NT35,000," "NT35,OOl - 
NT50,000," 'WT50,OOl - NT65,000," "NT65,OOl - NT80,000," and "NT80,OOl or 
More." 
There were three questions analyzed in this study about the frequency of customer 
shopping in the respective market each week, how much customers spent on each visit to 
the market, and customers' purchase experience at each market. 
Part 2: Marketing Mrjc 
Description 
The Brand Equity Scale was developed by Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000). It is a 
34 item scale, with nine constructs: three items each for the marketing mix price, store 
image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price promotions; six items for 
perceived quality; three items for brand loyalty; six items for brand awarenesslassociation; 
and four items for overall brand equity (OBE). However, for this study, only 15 items 
were used to measure the marketing mix related questions. 
In the study by Yoo et al. (2000), the Brand Equity Scale was used to collect data 
from students who were enrolled at a major state university in the United States. 
Students answered each item using a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Strongly 
Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 =Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. There was a 
sample of 569 usable responses in the initial scale development and it has been translated 
into Korean and tested in a Korean study. Yoo and Donthu (2002) tested brand equity 
cross-cultural invariance and the creation process. Moreover, the scale was also tested 
across other cultures, such as Nigeria in English, Kenya in English, Japan in Japanese and 
the US in English by Dadzoe, Johnson, Yoo, and Brashear (2002). 
The nine subscales of the Brand Equity Scale, the number of items, and score 
range for each dimension are as follows: three questions of product category by asking 
yes or no, the marketing mix which included price items (#4, #5, and #6), advertising 
spending items (#7, #8, and #9), price promotions (price deals) items (#lo, #11, 'and #12), 
store image items (#13, #14, and #15) and distribution intensity item (#16, #17, and #18) 
all have a total score range of 3-15; perceived quality items (#19, #20, #21, #22, #23, and 
#24) and brand association and brand awareness items( #28, #29, #30, #31, #32, and #33) 
both have score ranges of 6-30; brand loyalty items (#25, #26, and #27) has a total score 
range of 3-15; and overall brand equity items (#34, #35, #36, and #37) has a total score 
range of 4-20. Three items were negatively worded (#5, #24, and #33) and reverse 
scored. 
The total score range for the scale is 34- 170 with higher scores linked to the 
customer who had a better response to a certain brand that related to the five marketing 
mix elements, higher brand equity and higher overall brand equity (see Appendix A, Part 
2). The present study, five of the nine dimensions of the Brand Equity Scale developed 
by Yoo et al. (2000) were used. These include the marketing mix dimensions of price, 
store image, distribution intensity, advertising spending, and price promotions or price 
deals. 
Reliability 
Cronbach's alpha has been estimated for each subscale of the Brand Equity Scale 
to examine internal consistency reliability. The reliability of the five marketing mix 
elements in the study by Yoo et al. (2000) was assessed to establish internal consistency 
during exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Composite 
reliability estimates of internal consistency were above .80 (price = .88, store image = 2 4 ,  
distribution intensity = 3 7 ,  advertising spending = .87, price deals = 3 0 ,  perceived 
quality = .93, brand loyalty = .90, brand association with brand awareness= .94, and 
overall brand equity = .93). Yoo et al. (2002) have translated the same scale into Korean 
to use in Korea. Reliability estimates were satisfactory: price was 3 2 ;  reliability of 
store image was 3 5 ;  reliability of distribution intensity was 3 2 ;  reliability of advertising 
spending was .86; and price deals was .90. The average result for reliability in the 
Korean study was over 30 .  Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) indicated a satisfactory 
reliability at .70. Estimates of internal consistency reliability was reported in a pretest 
for the Yoo and Donthu's (2002) study for the Brand Equity Scale, using coefficient 
alphas. 
Validity 
In the study by Yoo et al. (2000) e2ploratory factor analysis using oblique rotation 
assessed average variance extracted for the five marketing mix elements, brand equity, 
and overall brand equity. In addition, the results were confirmed by using confirmatory 
factor analysis. The convergent validity ranged between .39 for price promotions (price 
deals) and .81 for price. Therefore, the construct validity including discriminant and 
convergent validity was established. Exploratory factor analysis was performed in this 
study to establish construct validity for this scale further. 
Part 3: Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Description 
Pappu and Ouester (2006) developed the 23-item, four dimensional 
Consumer-Based Retailer Equity Scale, for the purpose of extending the measurement of 
customer-based brand equity to retail customers. Each item was rated on a seven-point 
Likert-type scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
Disagree, 4 =Neither, 5 = Slightly Agree, 6 = Moderately Agree, and 7 = Strongly Agree. 
The four dimensions of brand equity, number of items, and score range for each 
dimension were as follows: brand loyalty (#6, #7, 13, and #15) and brand awareness (#I, 
#9, #16, and #23) both with four items having a scoring range of 4-28; perceived quality, 
with five items (#5, #8, #11, #12, and #14) having a scoring range of 5-35; and, brand 
association, with ten items (#2, #3, #4, #lo, #17, #18, #19, #20, #21, and #22) having a 
scoring range of 10-70. The total score range for the scale is 23 to 161. All items were 
positively worded, and higher scores were associated with higher brand equity in each of 
these dimensions. 
In the study by Pappu and Quester (2006), the sample population was between 18 
and 65 years of age, and included customers who had purchased products from any retail 
store. Pappu and Quester drew the 601 customer sample by using a systematic sampling 
method. The survey was an English version and the questionnaire was designed for 
customers of three retail department stores and three specialty stores. In the study, the 
23-item Customer-Based Retailer Equity Scale was as used for customers shopping at 
four markets (see Appendix A, Part 3) 
Reliability 
In the three department stores (MYER, Target, and David Jones), and three 
specialty stores (Country Road, Fletcher Jones, and Jean West), the dimension of retailer 
awareness for both department stores and specialty stores, the dimension of retailer 
association for both department and specialty stores, the dimension of retailer perceived 
quality for both department and specialty stores, and the dimension of retailer loyalty for 
both department and specialty stores were investigated. The reliabilities were 
between .75 (brand association) and .92 (perceived quality), all greater than or equal 
to .75 for these four dimensions. This measurement was highly suitable to measure 
retailer brand equity. 
Validity 
Pappu and Quester (2006) stated that they agreed with Keller (1993) and Yoo et 
al.'s. (2000) explanation that "retailer equity is conceptually similar to brand equity" (p. 
3 19). The mean score of four dimensions of brand equity was obtained for each 
different retailer and used to establish construct validity. The scale developed by Pappu 
and Quester (2006) was adapted from studies that were related to brand equity and 
retailer equity. First, the content of the retailer awareness dimension was adapted from 
Aaker (1991), Yoo et al. (2000), Arnett, Laverie, and Meiers (2003), and Pappu, Quester, 
and Cooksey (2005). Second, the content of the retailer association dimension was not 
only from brand equity, but also from retailer image. The authors tried to use 'linking', 
'trust' and 'price' to contribute to the retailer association. Therefore, the content of 
retailer association was adapted from Aaker (1991), Koo (2003), and Pappu et al. (2005). 
Third, Pappu and Quester (2006) attempted to get customers' perceptions of the quality of 
goods provided from the retailer by using excellent features as the measure of retailer 
perceived quality; therefore, the content of retailer perceived quality dimension was 
adapted from Aaker (1991), Aaker (1996), Pappu et al. (2005), and Yoo et al. (2000). 
Finally, the content of retailer loyalty dimension was adapted from Aaker (1991), Yoo and 
Donthu (2001), and Arnett et al. (2003). The four constructs of brand equity exceeded 
the suggested level of .50 for the variance extracted both in department and specialty 
stores for the selected products. 
Pappu and Quester (2006) believed that the measurement of retailer equity 
possessed content validity. The result of the confirmatory factor analyses was to 
examine the dimensionality of retailer equity that used 15 out of the 23 items obtained 
from the exploratory factor analysis from the original retailer equity measurement. 
Based on the results of the exploratory factor analysis, one item was excluded from the 
dimension of retailer awareness, retailer loyalty, and retailer perceived quality, and five 
items were deleted from retailer association. They did not load these items on the 
factors across the six retailers. The results from Pappu and Quester (2006) "confirmed 
the nature and dimensionality of the retailer equity construct" (p. 326). Moreover, the 
dimension of perceived quality was a distinctive dimension from the other three 
dimensions and supported awareness and association as two different dimensions. That 
finding was different from Yoo et al.'s (2000) results in testing Brand Equity. A 
principal component analysis with Promax rotation produced the solution for each single 
factor of individual retailer brands to establish construct validity (Pappu & Quester, 2006). 
In addition, research demonstrated that the customer-based brand equity measurement 
can be extended to measure the equity associated with a retailer (Pappu & Quester, 2006). 
Exploratory factor analysis was performed in this study to fbrther establish construct 
validity for this scale. 
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods 
The following section describes the ethical considerations about protecting 
participants. In addition, methods of data collection are discussed as well. 
1. Before data collection began, permissions from the developers to use their 
instruments was obtained. Requests for permission was sent to instrument 
developers through the researcher's Lynn University e-mail account (See 
Appendix E & F). 
2. An application and protocol were submitted to the Lynn University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). Due to the survey being conducted in a 
foreign country, a full-board review by the IRB was required. After 
receiving the approval of the IRB, data collection began. 
3. There were no special issues related to cultural differences between Taiwan 
and the United States regarding human subjects. Common to both countries 
was protecting subjects' safety and confidentiality in all aspects. 
4. All data collected and results were anonymous to protect the privacy of the 
participants. A written authorization for informed consent form was given 
to each participant (See Appendix E and F). However, a request to the IRB 
was made, and permission approved, to waive documentation of signed 
consent because the signature would be an identifier of participants. 
5. Because the participants were contacted outside the markets and in the public 
areas, it was not necessary to obtain an approval from the markets to conduct 
the data collection. 
6. After IRB review, the researcher obtained the necessary translations (in 
Chinese) and certifications by expert's proficient in both traditional Chinese 
and English. Reverse translation was used and an official endorsement and 
certification was obtained. These was submitted to the IRB. See 
Appendix A and B for English and Chinese translations. 
7. After receiving the approval of the IRB (see Appendix D), data collection 
began. 
8. Using systematic and proportionate sampling, eligible hypermarket 
customers were intercepted in the public areas outside the hypermarkets 
according to a sampling plan that identified which customer was to be 
selected. First they were given the authorization for informed consent (see 
Appendix E and F), every 6th person was selected and invited to participate 
in the study during a weekday and every 6th person was selected during a 
weekend day for each of the four hypermarkets. If a customer chose not to 
participate in this study, the researcher and assistants selected the next 
eligible customer. 
9. When the principal researcher was unable to collect the data outside the 
hypermarkets, assistants were used. Assistants were selected from graduate 
students in the college where the researcher teaches in Taiwan (Transworld 
Institute of Technology). The researcher trained assistants how to do the 
data collection. Training procedures focused on the protection of human 
subjects, how to collect data by using systematic sampling and how to 
answer participants' questions about the survey. Training began one week 
prior to the data collection process. 
10. To ensure that every eligible 6'h customer was invited to participate in the 
survey during weekdays and weekend days, the assistants who did the data 
collection were under the supervision of the researcher. The researcher and 
assistants fielded the survey at each hypermarket every week for four weeks. 
11. Participants were given the authorization for voluntary consent, which 
included an outline of the dissertation research and information about human 
subject protections. All questions were answered. Participant responses 
were anonymous, and a copy of the authorization for voluntary consent was 
retained by the customers. When customers agreed to participate, they 
were given a survey questionnaire on a clip board and an envelope to place 
the completed survey in, which they submitted in private. An incentive 
reward was given to participants who agreed to answer the survey. When 
the participants completed the survey, they put the survey into the envelope 
and sealed it. Then, participants put the envelope in a data collection box 
that had a slit. After participants put the envelope into the box, the NT 100 
coupon was given them. As an incentive to participate in the study during 
data collection periods, the researcher and assistants gave participants who 
completed the survey a coupon valued at NT 100 (approximately US$3.00) 
issued by the Carrefour, RT-Mart and GCant hypermarkets. For the 
COSTCO participants who completed the survey, each received a NT 100 
gift card issued by department stores because COSTCO does not issue 
coupons. 
12. Data collection which was expected to last in Kaohsiung at least one month, 
started on April 16,2007 and ended on May 14,2007. It ended well within 
one year time period after the IRB approval. 
13. One month after the researcher completed the data collection, R B  Form 8, 
Report of Termination of Project, was submitted to IRB on May 14,2007. 
14. The data collected was stored electronically with password protection 
confidentiality (password and identification will be required). 
15. The data will be destroyed after five years. 
This research study was regarded as ethical for the following reasons: 
1 Proper permission was obtained from instrument developers. 
2 An IRB application was submitted for a full board review. 
3 An approval from Lynn University's IRB was obtained to ensure that the 
study protected human subjects. 
4 Participants were informed of their role and received a sufficient explanation 
of the research purpose. 
5 Respondents were notified that all data collected from them was anonymous. 
6 The IRB was informed when the study was completed. 
7 All the data collected for this study was maintained as confidential, saved 
electronically, and secured on a "password protected" computer. All data 
collection material for the study are being kept in a locked cabinet and will be 
destroyed after five years. 
Methods of Data Analysis 
The data collected from the survey were analyzed with the Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 14 to test the hypotheses and answer the research 
questions. Descriptive data analysis, coefficient alpha to estimate internal consistency 
reliability, exploratory factor analysis, independent t-tests, ANOVA with post hoc 
comparisons, and multiple regression analyses were conducted. The following steps 
were taken before beginning data analysis: 
1 Data Coding: Data collected was assigned numbers for each response 
category of each of the variables. 
2 Descriptive Analysis: Descriptive statistics were computed t'o examine data 
distributions, and potential problems and the statistical assumptions of the 
parameters which were used. As a result, data problems were solved and 
variables were transformed if variables did not meet the statistical 
assumptions. 
3 Internal Consistency Reliability: Variables were measured by scales. The 
internal consistency reliability of the Marketing Mix and Brand Equity 
scales was estimated using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. Each scale had 
estimated Cronbach's coefficient alpha above 0.7 to meet the minimum 
required for internal consistency reliability for social science research 
(Nunnally, 1978). If the Cronbach coefficient alpha was less than 0.7, the 
items were to be removed. All alphas were above .07. 
4 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Exploratory factor analysis of the Marketing 
Mix Scale and Brand Equity Scab was conducted to established construct 
validity of each scale and respective dimensions further. 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Questions 
To answer Research Question 1 about the of characteristics of Taiwanese 
customers of the Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO and GCan hypermarkets, and customer 
perceptions of the marketing mix, and customer perceptions of customer-based brand 
equity, frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and variability (range and 
standard deviations) for the sample, and for customers of the four stores, were conducted. 
Research Question 2 was designed to compare differences in customers' perceptions of 
the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity for these four hypermarkets. There 
were six comparisons for the marketing mix (total score and five marketing mix 
dimensions) and five comparisons for brand equity (total score and four brand equity 
dimensions). For the comparative (exploratory) aspect of this survey research design, 
ANOVA with post hoc comparisons was used to compare the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity for these four hypermarkets to answer Research Question 2. 
See Table 3-6. 
Table 3-6 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Question 2 
RQ 2 Level of Dependent Level of Statistical Test 
HYPERMARKET Measurement Variable-Measures Measurement 
(4 GROUPS-4 of Independent of Dependent 
STORES (or attribute) 
4 GROUPS Nominal 1. Marketing Interval 11 ANOVA 
Mix with post hoc 
Total Score comparisons 
2. Price tests (compared 
3. Store Image differences in 
4. Advertising the 11 
Spending dependent 
5. Distribution variables 
Intensity according to the 
6. Price Deals independent 
variable of 
7. Brand Equity hypermarket 
Total Score store 
8. Brand 
Loyalty, 
9. Brand 
Awareness, 
10. Perceived 
Quality, 
1 1. Brand 
Association 
Research Question 3 was designed to investigate the differences in perceptions of 
the marketing mix, and perceptions of brand equity according to characteristics of 
Taiwanese hypermarket customers. To answer Research Question 3, t-tests and ANOVA 
comparisons were conducted. Customer data on gender and purchase experiences were 
compared according to perceptions of the marketing mix and perceptions of brand equity. 
ANOVA was used with ordinal data for the dependent variable. To compare differences 
in the marketing mix and brand equity according to the characteristics of Taiwanese 
hypermarket customers (marital status, age, educational income, occupational level, 
income level, shopping frequency, and money spending), ANOVA tests with post hoc 
comparisons were conducted. See Table 3-7. 
Table 3-7 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Question 3 
Independent Level of Dependent Level of Statistical Test 
Variables Measurement of Variable-Measures Measurement 
(Attribute) Independent (or of Dependent 
attribute) 
Two group Nominal 1. Marketing All Interval 22 
comparisons Mix (scores) Independent 
Total Score t-tests 
Gender 2. Price 
3. Store Image 
Purchase 4. Advertising 
experiences in each Spending 
hypermarket 5. Distribution 
Intensity 
6. Price Deals 
7. Brand 
Equity 
Total Score 
8. Brand 
Loyalty, 
9. Brand 
Awareness, 
10. Perceived 
Quality, 
1 1. Brand 
Association 
Table 3-7 (continued) 
Independent Variables Level of Dependent Level of Statistical 
(Attribute) Measurement of Variable-Measures Measurement Test 
Independent (or of Dependent 
Three or more group 
comparisons for each 
these seven variables 
marital status, 
age (five 
groups) 
, educational 
occupation 
level, 
income level 
shopping 
frequency 
spending 
amount 
attribute) 
1. Marketing 
Mix Total 
Score 
Nominal 2. Price 
Ordinal 3. Store Image 
(all others) 4. Advertising 
Spending 
5. Distribution 
Intensity 
6. Price Deals 
7. Brand 
Equity Total 
Score 
8. Brand 
Loyalty, 
9. Brand 
Awareness, 
10. Perceived 
Quality, 
1 1. Brand 
Association 
All Interval 77 ANOVAs 
followed by 
post hoc 
comparisons 
if sigmficant 
differences 
between the 
groups. (11 
dependent 
variables 
compared 
according to 
7 attribute 
variables 11 x 
7) 
Examples: 
11 dependent 
compared 
according to 
marital 
status; 
11 dependent 
variables 
compared 
according to 
Methods of Data Analysis for Hypotheses Testing 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were designed to test the potential explanatory relationship 
between the marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, intensity 
distribution and price deals) and customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, and brand association), and the relationships among 
customer characteristics, hypermarket stores, the marketing mix and customer-based 
brand equity. 
The following notation represents the variables in the regression analyses 
Y =  a + ,QXI + P X 2 +  f ixn+ ...+ E 
Where, 
Y = Dependent variable of customer-based brand equity (total score) 
Y, = brand equity 
Yb =brand awareness 
Y, = perceived quality 
Yd =brand association 
XI = marketing mix - price, 
X2 = marketing mix - store image 
X3 = marketing mix - advertising spending 
& = marketing mix - distribution intensity 
X5 = marketing mix - price deals 
X g  = gender 
X7 = marital status 
X8 = age 
X9 = education level 
Xlo = occupational level 
XI = income level 
XI2 = shopping frequency 
XI3 = spending amount 
XI4 = purchased experience 
XIS = hypermarket store 
a = Constant 
E = error 
For hypothesis 1 (and related sub hypotheses HI, to HI*), five separate multiple 
regression analyses were conducted to determine if there were significant relationships 
among the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution intensity, advertising 
expenditure, and price deals) and customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, and brand association): 
Y (total customer-based brand equity score) = a + ,4 XI + Xz + ,8 X3 + P & + j3 
X5+ E 
Y,@randloyalty)= a + P X I +  P X 2 +  PX3+ PX4+ PX5+ E 
Yb(brandawareness)= a + P X I +  PX2+ PX3+ P & +  P X s +  E 
Y, (perceived quality) = a + P X I  + PX2  + PX3 + P & +  PXs  + E 
Yd(brand association) = a + ,f3 XI + ,B X2 + j3 X3 + j3 &+ /3 X5 + E 
For hypothesis 2 (and related sub hypotheses HZ, to HZd), five separate multiple 
regression analyses were conducted to determine if there are significant relationships 
among these four hypermarket stores, the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution 
intensity, advertising expenditure, and price deals) and customer-based brand equity 
(brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association): 
Y (total customer-based brand equity score) = a + P XI + ,B X2 + P X3 + ,8 & + 
PX5+ bX15+ E 
Y,(brandloyaIty)= a + PX1+ P X 2 +  PX3+  ,B&+ PX5+ flX15+ E 
Yb(brandawareness)= a + @ X I +  PX2f ,L3X3+ P & +  P X 5 +  j3XI5+ E 
Y, (perceived quality) = a + ,8 XI + ,f3 X2 + P X3 + P& + ,8 X5 + ,8 XIS + E 
Yd (brand association) = a + P XI + ,8 X2 + P X3 + P X4 + P X5 + P XI5 + E 
For hypothesis 3 (and related sub hypotheses H3, to five separate multiple 
regression analyses were conducted to determine if there were significant relationships 
among customer characteristics, the marketing mix (price, store image, distribution 
intensity, advertising expenditure, and price deals) and customer-based brand equity 
(brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association): 
Y (total customer-based brand equity score) = a + ,B XI + P X2 + ,B X3 + P & + ,8 
X5+ PX6+ PX7+ PX8f PX9+ PXl0+ PXl l+  PXl2+ PX13+ PX14f & 
Y,(brandloyalty)= a + P X I +  PX2+ PX3+  P & +  P X 5 +  PX6+ PX7+  P 
X8+ Px9+ px l0+  b x l l +  PX12+ PX13+ PXl4+ & 
Yb(brandawareness)= a + P X I +  P X 2 +  P X 3 +  P & +  P X 5 +  P X 6 +  PX7+  
PXgf PX9+ PXl0+ PXl l f  PX12+ PX13+ PX14+ E 
Y,(perceivedquality)= a + P X I +  P X 2 +  PX3+ P & +  P X S +  P X 6 +  P X 7 +  
B x s +  Px9+ Pxto+ P X I I +  PXIZ+  Px13f Px14+ E 
Yd (brand association) = a + ,8 XI + PX2 + PX3 + PX4+ PXs  + P X6+ PX7 + 
PX8+ PX9+ PXl0+ PXl l+  PX12+ PX13+ PXl4+ E 
Evaluation of Research Methods 
Internal validity and external validity criteria were used to examine the strengths 
and weaknesses of the research methods. The factors other than independent variables 
(characteristic of customers, customers' perceptions of the marketing mix and brand 
equity) that affected the dependent variable were concerned with internal validity. On 
the other hand, the external validity was the approximate result of conclusions that were 
from generalizations (Trochim, 2006). The strengths and weaknesses of the internal and 
external validities from the research methodology were evaluated as follows: 
Internal Validity 
Internal Validity Strengtlzs 
1. Using a quantitative, non-experimental, and explanatory research design was 
a stronger research design than a quantitative exploratory or descriptive 
research or qualitative research in allowing causal inferences. 
2. Data analysis procedures were appropriate to answer the research questions 
and test the research hypotheses. Multiple regression enhances the ability 
to develop explanatory relationships. 
3 .  Adopting valid and reliable research instruments to measure variables 
improved the internal validity. 
4. The sample size was sufficient to conduct the data analysis. 
5. Including customer characteristics as other explanatory variables in addition 
to the marketing mix in regression analyses, statistically accounted for the 
influence of these extraneous variables on the outcome of brand equity, 
strengthening internal validity. 
6. A back-translation of the questionnaire from Chinese into English enhanced 
the validity of the study. 
Internal Validity Weaknesses 
1. Using a non-experimental research design was a greater threat to internal 
validity than using an experimental design. 
External Validity 
External Validity Strengths 
1. The survey was conducted in a natural environment, not a lab setting. 
2. The proportionate and systematic sampling plans were adopted to decrease 
the sampling bias and to promote representativeness of the sample in the 
target population. 
3. The sampling plan permitted generalization to the four hypermarket stores in 
Kaohsiung, Taiwan, with relative confidence. 
External Validity Weaknesses 
1. Limiting the accessibility to customers in four hypermarkets in Kaohsiung 
city in Taiwan and the particular survey period was a threat to population 
validity. The customers may not represented all customers shopping in 
hypermarkets year round. Thus generalizing with caution was a limitation. 
2. The final data-producing sample was self-selected (only customers who 
agreed to participate in the survey) and this introduced a selection bias that 
affected population validity. 
3. Limiting the setting where the sample was accessed to customers that 
shopped at the four hypermarkets in Kaohsiung city in Taiwan limited 
ecological validity (generalizability to other cities or to other hypermarkets). 
Chapter I11 presented the research methods to answer the research questions and 
test the research hypotheses about the relationships between the marketing mix and brand 
equity in Taiwan hypermarkets. In this chapter, the description of the research design, 
population and sampling plan, instrumentation, data collection procedures, methods of 
data analysis, and evaluation of the research methods were presented. Chapter IV 
presents the findings of this study. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
In Chapter IV, the results of the proposed relationships between the marketing 
mix and customer-based brand equity in Taiwanese hypermarkets presented. First, a 
descriptive analysis of customer characteristics, perception of the marketing mix and 
perception of customer-based brand equity is provided for an understanding of the 
customer in this study. Second, the instruments' validity and reliability are examined 
using exploratory factors and Cronbach's alpha analysis. Third, t-tests were used to 
compare the relationships between the categorical (nominal) variable, such as gender and 
purchase experience, and the marketing mix and the total marketing mix variables, and 
the brand equity and total brand equity variable. One-way ANOVA was used to explore 
for any relationships in remaining customer characteristics and the marketing mix and the 
total marketing mix variables, and the brand equity and total brand equity variables. 
Fourth, multiple regression was applied to explore for any significant relationship among 
the marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, and 
price deals), hypermarket stores, customer characteristics, and customer-based brand 
equity with four sub-hypotheses (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and 
brand association) by applying SPSS 14.0 computer software. Lastly, the results are 
summarized. 
Sample and Data Details 
Four hypermarkets were included in this study. Each hypermarket had a number 
of survey respondents proportionate to the total number of customers (shoppers). 
Therefore, 180 (36%) customers for Carrefour, 145 (29%) customers for RT-Mart, 125 
(25%) customers for COSTCO and 50 (10%) customers for GCant were required. 
Among the 500 (1 00%) respondents who agreed to participate in the survey, the 
researcher and assistants asked 801 customers and 500 agreed to participate. However, 
the researcher determined that 25 survey questionnaires for Carrefour, 19 for RT-Mart, 
16 for COSTCO and 5 for Geant were invalid. This resulted in 155 (35.6%) for 
Carrefour, 126 (29.0%) for RT-Mart, 109 (25.1%) for COSTCO, and 45 (10.3%) for 
GCant, or a total 435 (100%) usable responses for data analysis. The overall response 
rate was 62.42% (5001801) with a valid response rate of 54% (4351801). Table 4-1 
presents the frequency of valid, invalid and total responses. 
Table 4- 1 
Summary of Responses to the Survey 
Carrefour RT-Mart COSTCO GCant Frequency Percentage 
Customers 
Solicated 257 
Valid 155 126 109 45 43 5 54% 
Invalid 25 19 16 5 65 
Total 180 145 125 50 500 62.4% 
The survey instrument (questionnaire) included three parts - Customer 
Characteristics, the Marketing Mix, and Customer-Based Brand Equity items. 
Questionnaires items had measures to which numerical values were assigned for 
performing statistical analysis and related purposes. The survey questions, codes, and 
values are shown in Appendix C. The first statistical test is a descriptive analysis. 
Descriptive Analysis 
Characteristics of Hypermarkets Customers 
Taiwanese hypermarkets customer characteristics (gender, age, marital status, 
educational level, occupation level, income level, shopping frequency, spending amount 
and purchase experience) was hypothesized. The gender of customers were 50.3% male 
and 49.7% female. The mean customer age was 35.99 years with a range from 18 to 75 
years old. The respondents were asked their specific age, which was used to create a 
continuous (string) variable. The researcher grouped the responses in five age ranges. 
See Table 4-2. 
Table 4-2 
Characteristics of Taiwan Hypermarkets ' Customers 
Characteristics Variables Frequency Percent Mean Std. Deviation 
Gender 
Male 219 50.3% 
Female 216 49.7% 
Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Educational Level 
Postgraduate 26 6.0% 
4-years college graduate 164 37.7% 
1-3 years college 37 8.5% 
High school graduate 166 38.2% 
High school 12 2.8% 
Junior school 23 5.3% 
Less than junior school 7 1.6% 3.16 1.349 
Table 4-2 (continued) 
Characteristics Variables Frequency Percent Mean Std. Deviation 
Occupation Level 
Corporate executive 12 2.8% 
Business manager 20 4.6% 
Administrative personnel 30 6.9% 
Clerical and sales workers, 206 47.4% technicians 
Skilled manual employee 30 6.9% 
Machine operators 57 13.1% 
Unskilled employee 80 18.4% 4.64 
Income Level 
NT 20,000 or Less 72 16.6% 
NT 20,001 - NT 35,000 123 28.3% 
NT 35,001 - NT 50,000 141 32.4% 
NT 50,001 - NT 65,000 45 10.3% 
NT 65,001 - NT 80,000 29 6.7% 
NT 80.001 or More 25 5.7% 2.80 
Shopping Frequency 
Less than once a week 297 68.3% 
1-3 times a week 110 25.3% 
4 or more times a week 28 6.4% 1.38 
Spending Amount 
Less than NT 500 56 12.9% 
NT 501 - NT 1,500 156 35.9% 
NT 1,501 -NT 2,500 108 24.8% 
NT 2,501 - NT 3,500 52 12.0% 
NT 3,501 - NT 4,500 3 9 9.0% 
1.353 NT 4,501 or More 24 5.5% 2.85 
Purchase Experience 
Yes 395 90.8% 
No 40 9.2% 0.91 0.289 
The majority of customers (70%) were between 27 and 48 years old. The 
marital status of the majority of customers was manied (60.5%), followed by single 
(34.7%). The educational level for customers ranged from postgraduate (6.0%) to less 
than junior school (1.6%). The largest category percentage of customers was graduated 
from high school (38.2%), followed by graduated from 4-year college (37.7%). The 
most commonly reported occupation was clerical, sales workers or technicians (47.4%), 
followed by the unskilled employee (18.4%). Consumer income ranged from less than 
NT 20,000 (16.6%) to more than NT 80,000 (5.7%); other income groups were between 
80,000 (6.7%). When customers were asked how often they shopped at that 
hypermarket, the majority responded either less than once a week (68.3%) or 1 to 3 times 
a week (25.3%). While these customers shopped (visited) somewhat infrequently, they 
made substantial purchases. The majority spent between NT 501 to NT 1,500 (35.8%) 
and NT 1,501 to NT 2,500 (24.8%), or 60.7% spent from NT 501 to NT 2,500 in each 
hypermarket visit. 
See Table 4-3 for a cross-tabulation of the relationship between shopping 
frequency and spending amount. In addition, customers indicated at least some degree 
of hypermarket shopping loyalty. Of the 435 customers, 395 (90.8%) had purchased 
products at that hypermarket on a prior shopping visit. 
Table 4-3 
Relationship Between Spending Amount and Shopping Frequency 
Spending Amount Shopping Frequency 
Less than once 1-3 times a week 4 or more times a Total 
a week week 
Less than NT 500 37 (8.5%) 11 (2.5%) 8 (1.8%) 56 (12.9%) 
NT 4,501 or More 23 (5.3%) 1 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) 24 (5.5%) 
Total 297 (68.3%) 110 (25.3%) 28 (6.4%) 435 (100%) 
Customer Perceptions of Marketing Mix 
Customers have different perceptions of the marketing mix. For this study and 
based on Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000) study, five marketing mix elements were 
examined. These included price (Price), advertising spending (AS), price deals (PD), 
store image (SI), and distribution intensity (DI). Descriptive analysis of the means and 
standard deviations of the customer perception of the marketing mix are shown in Table 
Table 4-4 
Customer Perceptions of the Marketing Mix (Based on a 5-Point Likert Scale) 
Item N Mean Std. Deviation Skewness 
Price1 435 2.86 320  .047 
Price2 435 2.89 .777 .025 
Price3 435 2.81 .792 .092 
Store Image 1 
Store Image 2 
Store Image 3 
Advertising Spending 1 435 2.95 1.004 -.045 
Advertising Spending 2 435 2.91 1.026 -.017 
Advertising Spending 3 435 2.88 1.024 -.035 
Distribution Intensity 1 435 3.26 .901 -. 188 
Distribution Intensity 2 435 3.29 387 -.284 
Distribution Intensity 3 435 3.06 1.133 -.328 
Price Deals 1 435 3.45 328 -.619 
Price Deals 2 435 3.40 321 -.448 
Price Deals 3 435 2.93 ,849 . I36  
First, the means of customer perceptions of the marketing mix for price ranged 
from 2.81 to 2.89. The response indicated that customers thought their hypermarket was 
not low-priced but yet not expensive. Second, the means of advertising spending ranged 
from 2.88 to 2.95. Customers viewed their specific hypermarket as not being heavily 
advertised and advertisements seen with infrequency. When compared to competing 
stores, the customers' specific hypermarket was slightly less or close to as extensively 
advertised as its competitors. Third, the means of price deal ranged from 2.93 to 3.45. 
Price deals appeared as an incentive for shoppers who responded to the questionnaire. 
They indicated price deals were offered frequently and were reasonable. Fourth, the 
means of store image ranged from 3.09 to 3.33. Store image, also, offered an interesting 
perception of the shoppers' hypermarket. The majority of customers believed that their 
store was high quality and had well-known brands. Fifth, the means of distribution 
intensity ranged from 3.06 to 3.29. Distribution intensity was a motivating factor for 
hypermarket customers. Shoppers felt their store offered (product assortment) and sold 
(product volume) more than its competitors. The majority of the customers were 
between 27 and 48, married, and had graduated from high school. Most were employed 
as clerical, sales workers, and technicians, earning NT 20,000 to NT 50,000 per month. 
The participants shopped less than once a week, spending NT 501 to NT 2,500 each time. 
The major of customers surveyed perceived their hypermarket as having more locations 
(shopping convenience) than its competitors. 
In summary, the descriptive analysis for the marketing mix indicated certain 
positive factors for shopping at a specific hypermarket, while other factors were less 
influential. These factors centered on levels of values. For example, price deals (PD) 
were frequently offered, store image (SI) was of reasonable high quality with well-known 
brands, and distribution intensity (DI) provided product assortment and high-volume 
products. In addition, even when their hypermarket was not low-priced and not heavily 
advertised, customers viewed their stores as not being expensive and having adequate 
advertising compared to competitors. 
Customers Perceptions of Brand EquiQ 
The descriptive analysis of means and standard deviations for customer 
perceptions of brand equity are shown in Table 4-5. 
Table 4-5 
Customer Perceptions of Brand Equity (Based on a 7-Point Likert Scale) 
Item N Mean Std. Deviation Skewness 
Brand Loyalty 1 435 4.20 1.456 -. 105 
- - 
Brand Loyalty 2 
Brand Loyalty 3 
Brand Loyalty 4 
Brand Awareness 1 435 5.58 1.404 -1.690 
Brand Awareness 2 435 4.22 1.401 -.420 
Brand Awareness 3 43 5 4.12 1.422 -.077 
Brand Awareness 4 435 4.96 1.402 -.509 
Perceived Quality 1 435 4.46 1.265 -.I25 
Perceived Quality 2 435 4.37 1.212 -. 186 
Perceived Quality 3 435 4.19 1.244 -.053 
Perceived Quality 4 435 4.29 1.232 -.085 
Perceived Quality 5 435 4.11 1.322 .012 
Brand Association 1 435 
Brand Association 2 435 
Brand Association 3 435 
Brand Association 4 435 
Brand Association 5 435 
Brand Association 6 435 
Brand Association 7 435 
Brand Association 8 435 
Brand Association 9 435 
Brand Association 10 435 
The means of brand loyalty ranged from 3.77 to 4.20. On the average, 
customers showed no, or little brand loyalty. For example, choice (primary) preference, 
store loyalty, willingness to purchase only at the specific hypermarket were neutral 
("Neither"), no positive or negative brand loyalty. The means of brand awareness 
ranged from 4.12 to 5.58. In somewhat contradictory responses, customers were less 
aware of the store (4.12), but yet have shopped at that store (5.58). The awareness of 
the store was viewed as recognition, whereas having shopped at the store (the actual 
experience), was recall. Research had shown that recognition is a lower level of 
awareness than recall (Shimp, 2007; Solomon, 2007). 
The means of perceived quality ranged from 4.1 1 to 4.46. Questionnaire 
responses for perceived quality leaned toward hypermarkets as having quality products. 
For example, good quality (4.40) and consistent quality (4.35) were stronger, while 
product features (4.1 I), durability (4.19), and reliability (4.19) were slightly lower. The 
means of brand association ranged from 4.45 to 4.83. Brand association, generally, 
scored favorable with hypermarket shoppers. Customers liked (4.83), had pride to shop 
at (4.83), and trusted (4.77) their hypermarket. Store atmosphere (4.64), customers 
service (4.63), and post-sale service (4.61) rated positively for the hypermarkets. 
In summary, the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) constructs were favorable. 
Of the four, brand loyalty was perceived as the lowest. However, brand 
awareness had the most strength. For this study, a CBBE instrument (Pappu & Quester, 
2006) had been integrated with a marketing mix instrument (Yoo, Donthu & Lee, 2000). 
Between the two instruments, two specific constructs (product assortment and store 
locations) appeared in each. Question 14 in Part 2 and question 21 in Part 3 had means 
of 3.29 (on 5-point Scale) and 4.76 (on a 7-point Scale) respectively, for product 
assortment. In addition, question 15 in Part 2 and questions 10 and 19 in Part 2 had 
means of 3.06 (on 5-point scale) and 4.65 and 4.66 (on a 7-point scale), respectively, for 
store locations. Therefore, cautiously based on the descriptive analysis, customers 
appeared to have responded with a degree of consistency. 
Perceptions Between the Hypermarkets' Marketing Mix 
Understanding the range of customer perceptions of the marketing mix, Table 4-6 
showed frequency distribution of response categories and item means for the marketing 
mix, the lowest for distribution intensity (same means) while Carrefour was the 
distribution leader in offering (3.53) and selling (3.49) products. Price showed 
inconsistent responses as RT-Mart shoppers thought their store's prices were high, but 
prices were low at COSTCO. For example, RT-Mart had the strongest disagreement 
(lowest means) that the price was high (2.78) and low (2.79) as well as the store being 
expensive (2.63). The result of the types of products, such as luxury as compared to 
commodity goods, that customers purchased. In addition, this may be a function of the 
shopper's income level and the goods, or type of goods purchased. Advertising 
spending was consistently perceived by consumers. 
Table 4-6 
Frequency Distribution of the Marketing Mix of Customers in Taiwanese Hypermarkets 
(Based on 5-Point Likert Scale) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Strongly Neither Strong item Disagree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 Mean 
Price 
Carrefour 2.6% 30.3% 51.6% 15.5% 0.0% 2.80 
RT-Mart 2.4% 32.5% 51.6% 11.9% 1.6% 2.78 1. The price in X is high. COSTCO 5.5% 25.7% 32.1% 33.0% 3.7% 3.04 
Carrefour 1.9% 28.4% 56.1% 12.9% 0.6% 2.82 
RT-Mart 4.0% 24.6% 61.1% 9.5% 0.8% 2.79 
2.The price of X is low COSTCO 3.7% 22.0% 37.6% 33.0% 3.7% 3.11 
GBant 2.2% 31.1% 48.9% 15.6% 2.2% 2.84 
Table 4-6 (continued) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Strongly item Neither Strong Agree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 Mean 
Carrefour 3.2% 31.0% 49.7% 15.5% 0.6% 2.79 
RT-Mart 4.0% 38.9% 47.6% 8.7% 0.8% 2.63 3. X is expensive. COSTCO 2.8% 26.6% 45.0% 22.0% 3.7% 2.97 
Geant 4.4% 15.6% 55.6% 34.4% 0.0% 3.00 
Advertising 
Spending 
Carrefour 0.0% 7.1% 27.7% 57.4% 7.7% 3.66 
RT-Mart 4.0% 34.9% 34.9% 24.6% 1.6% 2.63 4. X is intensively COSTCO 18.3% 53.2% 26.6% 1.8% 0.0% 2.12 
advertised. GBant 4.4% 44.0% 28.9% 20.0% 6.7% 2.84 
5. The ad campaigns Carrefour 0.0% 4.5% 32.3% 52.3% 11.0% 3.70 
for X seemvery RT-Mart 6.3% 34.9% 41.3% 15.9% 1.6% 2.71 
expensive, COSTCO 22.0% 47.7% 23.9% 6.4% 0.0% 2.15 
compared to 
campaigns for GBant 8.9% 37.8% 40.0% 8.9% 4.4% 2.62 
. - 
competing stores. 
Carrefour 0.0% 8.4% 32.3% 51.6% 7.7% 3.59 6. The ad campaigns RT-Mart 6.3% 37.3% 35.7% 19.0% 1.6% 2.72 for X are seen COSTCO 22.95 45.0% 23.9% 7.3% 0.9% 2.18 frequently GBant 11.1% 24.4% 33.3% 26.7% 4.4% 2.60 
Price Deal 
Carrefour 0.0% 7.1% 27.1% 58.1% 7.7% 3.66 
7' Price for RT-Mart 0.8% 11.1% 35.7% 47.6% 4.8% 3.44 
are frequently COSTCO 3.7% 14.7% 34.9% 4.5% 1.8% 3.27 
offered. GBant 4.4% 22.2% 28.9% 37.8% 6.7% 3.20 
8. Too many times Carrefour 0.6% 11.0% 27.1% 58.1% 7.7% 3.52 
price deals for X are RT-Mart 1.6% 8.7% 38.9% 45.2% 5.6% 3.44 
presented. COSTCO 0.0% 17.4% 37.6% 40.4% 4.6% 3.32 
GBant 2.2% 33.3% 28.9% 28.9% 6.7% 3.04 
9. Price deals for X Carrefour 
are emphasized RT-Mart 
more than seems COSTCO 
reasonable. Giant 
Store Image 
Carrefour 
10. X cames products RT-Mart 
of high quality. COSTCO 
GCant 
11. X would be of Carrefour 1.9% 16.8% 54.2% 26.5% 0.6% 3.07 
high quality RT-Mart 4.0% 23.8% 44.4% 25.4% 2.4% 2.98 
COSTCO 0.9% 2.8% 33.9% 56.0% 6.4% 3.56 
Gtant 4.4% 31.1% 37.8% 22.2% 4.4% 2.91 
Table 4-6 (continued) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Strongly Strong item Neither Agree Disagree 
- 
1 7 3 4 5 Mean 
12. X has well-known Carrefour 
brands. RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
Distribution Intensity 
Carrefour 13. X sells more goods, 
as compared to its RT-Mart 
competing stores COSTCO GBant 
Carrefour 0.0% 12.9% 26.5% 55.5% 5.2% 3.53 14. X provides more RT-Mart 1.6% 17.5% 46.0% 32.5% 2.4% 3.17 goods than its COSTCO 3.7% 20.2% 22.9% 45% 8.3% 3.34 
competing stores. Giant 2.2% 44.4% 40.0% 11.1% 2.2% 2.67 
Carrefour 1.3% 1.90% 16.1% 63.2% 17.4% 3.94 15. X has more store RT-Mart 8.7% 31.7% 39.7% 17.5% 2.4% 2.73 locations than its COSTCO 24.8% 33.0% 20.2% 20.2% 1.8% 2.41 
competing stores GCant 6.7% 55.6% 24.4% 8.9% 4.45 2.49 
--
Carrefour was viewed as being intensively advertised (3.66), expensive 
advertising campaigns (3.70), and seen frequently (3.59), while COSTCO rated poorly 
(lowest) with 2.12,2.15, and 2.1 8, respectively. Price deals, somewhat related to 
advertising by being an alternative promotion, appeared successful to hypermarket 
shoppers. Carrefour, was perceived as offering frequent price deals (3.66). Store 
image had a significant, positive influence on COSTCO shoppers. COSTCO was 
viewed as having high quality products (3.56) and carrying well-known brands (3.60). 
This may explain or support the reason for COSTCO's inconsistent pricing perception, as 
discussed above. GBant, which had the lowest market share of the four hypermarkets, 
was perceived as not having quality products (2.82) or well-known brands (2.91). 
However, COSTCO and GCant were rated From the consumers' perceptions of the 
hypermarkets, certain trends appeared. For example, Carrefour was a leader in 
advertising spending, price deals, and distribution intensity. But Carrefour's 
competitor - COSTCO - offered high quality and well-known brand products at 
competitive prices. 
Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Customer-based brand equity (CBBE) was measured by brand loyalty, brand 
awareness, perceived quality, and brand association. Table 4-7 shows the CBBE results 
by each question and for each hypermarket. Brand loyalty included four questions 
(items) from the CBBE instrument. COSTCO clearly had the greatest loyalty from its 
customers and had the highest mean for each question. As loyal as COSTCO customers, 
GCant had the least loyal customers, having the lowest score for each question. Brand 
I awareness leaders were COSTCO and Carrefour. Carrefour shoppers highly agreed 
with "I have shopped at Carrefour stores" (6.04) which indicated strong customer 
retention. COSTCO customers strongly identified its stores' characteristics (4.48). 
However, GCant scored the least for each of the four brand awareness questions. 
Table 4-7 
Frequency Distribution of Brand Equity of Customers Perception in Taiwanese 
Hypermarkets (Based on a 7-Point Likert Scale) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Strongly Item Neither Strongly Disagree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean 
Brand Loyalty 
6. X stores would Carrefour 2.6% 7.1% 12.9% 35.5% 23.2% 15.5% 3.2% 4.29 
be my preferred RT-Mart 1.6% 11.95 13.5% 34.9% 19.0% 12.7% 6.3% 4.21 
choice COSTCO 3.7% 11.0% 12.8% 30.3% 12.8% 21.1% 8.3% 4.34 
G&ant 13.3% 11.1% 28.9% 24.4% 8.9% 11.1% 2.2% 3.47 
7. I consider myself Carrefour 4.5% 12.3% 13.5% 38.1% 15.5% 14.2% 1.9% 3.98 
loyal to X stores RT-Mart 3.2% 13.5% 11.9% 40.5% 15.9% 11.9% 3.2% 4.01 
COSTCO 3.7% 11.0% 10.1% 34.9% 12.8% 22.0% 5.5% 4.30 
Giant 15.6% 15.6% 17.8% 28.9% 6.7% 13.3% 2.2% 3.44 
Table 4-7 (continued) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Item Strongly Disagree Neither 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean 
13. I will not buy Carrefour 6.5% 12.3% 22.6% 32.9% 12.9% 11.0% 1.9% 3.74 
products from other RT-Mart 7.1% 19.8% 19.0% 27.8% 13.5% 7.1% 5.6% 3.64 
hypermarkets, if I COSTCO 1.8% 11.9% 21.1% 26.6% 10.1% 22.0% 6.4% 4.23 
can buy the same Giant item at X stores 17.8% 11.1% 33.3% 26.7% 6.7% 4.4% 0.0% 3.07 
Carrefour 5.2% 12.9% 20.0% 32.9% 15.5% 10.3% 3.2% 3.85 
15. X stores would RT-Mart 7.1% 18.3% 19.0% 32.5% 13.5% 5.6% 4.0% 3.60 
be my first choice COSTCO 4.6% 11.0% 19.3% 24.8% 11.0% 23.9% 5.5% 4.20 
Gtant 20.0% 15.6% 13.3% 35.6% 6.7% 6.7% 2.2% 3.22 
Brand Awareness 
1.  I have shopped at Carrefour 0.6% 0 0.6% 1.9% 10.3% 63.2% 23.2% 6.04 
X Stores RT-Mart 3.2% 7.1% 1.6% 11.1% 13.5% 38.9 24.6% 5.40 
COSTCO 1.8% 4.6% 2.8% 10.1% 10.1% 54.1% . 16.5% 5.50 
Giant 15.6% 2.2% 0.0% 17.8% 17.8% 33.3% 13.3% 4.73 
9. Some Carrefour 32.% 5.8% 7.7% 39.4% 28.4% 14.8% 0.6% 4.31 
characteristics of RT-Mart 2.45 14.3% 14.3% 33.3% 18.35 12.7% 4.8% 4.08 
X stores come to COSTCO 5.5% 5.5% 7.3% 29.4% 24.8% 24.8% 2.8% 4.48 
my mind quickly Gtant 15.6% 11.1% 13.3% 31.1% 13.3% 13.3% 2.2% 3.64 
6. I am aware of X Carrefour 2.6% 6.5% 12.9% 41.9% 21.3% 11.6% 3.2% 4.21 
stores RT-Mart 5.6% 11.9% 19.0% 30.2% 18.3% 9.5% 5.6% 3.94 
COSTCO 0.9% 11.9% 11.0% 27.5% 19.35 24.8% 4.6% 4.45 
Gtant 6.7% 22.2% 22.2% 26.7% 13.3% 4.4% 4.4% 3.49 
23. I can recognize Carrefour 1.3% 1.3% 2.6% 18.7% 28.4% 34.8% 12.9% 5.28 
X among other RT-Mart 2.4% 6.3% 7.9% 29.4% 14.3% 24.6% 15.1% 4.81 
stores COSTCO 0.9% 3.7% 5.5% 27.5% 21.1% 30.3% 11.0% 4.99 
Giant 0.0% 15.65 15.6% 33.3% 13.3% 8.9% 13.3% 4.24 
Perceived Quality 
5. X stores offer Carrefour 0.6% 7.1% 16.8% 31.8% 29.0% 13.5% 1.3% 4.27 
products of very RT-Mart 0.8% 6.3% 11.9% 48.45 13.5% 14.3% 4.8% 4.29 
good quality COSTCO 0.9% 1.8% 4.6% 23.9% 28.4% 32.1% 8.3% 5.06 
Giant 2.2% 13.3% 8.9% 44.45 15.6% 8.9% 6.7% 4.11 
8. X stores offer Carrefour 1.3% 4.5% 14.8% 38.1% 21.3% 20.05 05 4.34 
products of RT-Mart 2.4% 6.3% 7.1% 51.6% 17.5% 11.15 4.0% 4.25 
consistent quality COSTCO 0.9% 2.8% 6.4% 36.7% 24.8% 23.9% 4.6% 4.72 
Giant 2.2% 13.3% 8.9% 51.1% 11.1% 8.9% 4.4% 4.00 
I I .  X stores offer Carrefour 3.9% 4.5% 19.4% 47.7% 15.5% 8.45 0.6% 3.94 
very durable RT-Mart 2.4% 8.7% 9.5% 50.8% 15.95 6.3% 6.3% 4.13 
products COSTCO 0.9% 1.8% 8.3% 35.8% 21.1% 26.6% 5.5% 4.76 
Giant 4.4% 8.9% 15.6% 48.9% 15.65 4.4% 2.2% 3.84 
12. X stores offer Carrefour 2.6% 6.5% 16.1% 47.7% 17.4% 8.4% 1.3% 4.01 
very reliable RT-Mart 1.6% 9.5% 8.75 45.2% 19.8% 8.7% 6.3% 4.24 
products COSTCO 0.0% 0.9% 10.1% 29.4% 24.8% 31.2% 3.7% 4.86 
Giant 2.2% 11.1% 8.9% 48.9% 17.8% 8.9% 2.2% 4.04 
Table 4-7 (continued) 
Hypermarket Response Categories Percent Distribution (%) 
Item Strongly Disagree Neither 
Strongly 
Agree 
14. X stores offer 
products with 
excellent 
features 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
Mean 
3.94 
COSTCO 
GCant 
Brand Association 
2. I like X stores Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
Ghnt  
3. I would feel 
proud to shop 
at X stores 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
4. 1 trust Xas a 
supplier of 
products 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
10. X stores are 
conveniently 
located 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
Gtant 
17. X store 
merchandise 
offers value for 
money 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
18. X offers very 
good store 
atmosphere 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
19. X stores offer 
very 
convenient 
facilities 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
Giant 
20. X stores offer 
very good 
customer 
service 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
Gtant 
2 1. X stores offer 
very good 
variety of 
products 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
22. X stores offer 
very good after 
sales senrice 
Carrefour 
RT-Mart 
COSTCO 
GCant 
Based on perceived quality, COSTCO was rated extremely high by shoppers. 
COSTCO was clearly the leader for product quality (5.06), consistent quality (4.72), and 
durable (4.76) and reliable (4.86) products. Gtant consistently was rated the lowest, or 
very near the lowest for perceived quality. For brand association, either COSTCO or 
Carrefour were rated the highest by the hypermarket shoppers. Of the ten questions, 
COSTCO was perceived as the best in six areas, while Carrefour was rated as best for the 
remaining four areas. Gtant clearly had the least brand association with the lowest 
mean score for all 10 questions. RT-Mart scored strong for all questions. In summary, 
there appeared to be a consistent relationship between the CBBE descriptive results and 
the hypermarket's market share. Clearly, Carrefour, RT-Mart, and COSTCO had the 
strongest CBBE, followed by a great distance (very low means) by Gtant. 
Relationships Among Independent Variables 
Examining the Pearson r correlation matrix in Table 4-8, the results indicated the 
relationships among the marketing mix variables and customer characteristics variables. 
The table shows that all independents variables had low correlations with the highest 
at .58. 
Table 4-8 
Pearson r Correlation Matrix of Five Marketing Mix and Customer Characteristics 
Variables 
P SI AS DI PD Age MS EL OL IL SF SA 
SA ,079 ,066 -.034 .022 .033 .313** .264** ,038 -.237** .402** -.126** 1.00 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measures whether the sample is adequate. 
KMO should be greater than 0.7 and will become inadequate if less than 0.5 (Leech, 
Barrett & Morgan, 2005). From the KMO result in Table 4-9, items for each factor can 
be tested to determine whether the items number are sufficient to predict the factor. Due 
to the KMO value of .793 and the significance @ < .001) of the Bartlett test. 
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the construct validity of the 
marketing mix scale. 
Table 4-9 
KMO and Barlett 's Test for the Marketing Mix 
Bartlett's Test 
Construct KMO 
Value df Sig. (P) 
Marketing Mix .793 3567.69 105 .OOO 
Two instruments (the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity) were 
adapted for this study and each instrument provided its variables' validity by the 
developers. However, the factor analysis was examined for the same interrelated 
variables to see whether they represented the same construct but in a different sample, 
since this study was conducted from customer perceptions of customer-based brand 
equity in Taiwan's hyperrnarkets. 
Principal axis factoring with varimax rotation was used to conduct and to 
establish construct validity of the marketing mix scale. Table 4-10 presents the results 
of factor analysis of the marketing mix. The factor loading in the exploratory factory 
analysis for the marketing mix ranged from .7977 to 3944 for price (price), from .4142 
to 3923 for store image 4 (SI 4), from .702 1 to .9 155 for advertising spending (AS), 
from 3870 to 3927 for distribution intensity item (DI 3), and from .4980 to 3139 for 
price deal (PD). However, distribution intensity 3(DI 3) was regrouped into an 
advertising spending group. From the results, the question of distribution intensity (DI 
3) "X has more store locations thap its competing stores" was regrouped into advertising 
spending (AS 4) factor. It denoted that customers noticed the store locations because of 
the advertising instead of the distribution. All factor loadings for the marketing mix 
were greater than .4. Therefore, the construct validity of the marketing mix scale was 
established (Hair et al. 2005). 
Table 4-10 
Factor Loadings for the Marketing Mix 
Factor Loading 
Item Store Advertising Distribution Price Price Image Spending Intensity Deal 
Price 1 0.8944 
Price 2 
Price 3 
Store Image 1 
Store Image 2 
Store Image 3 
Advertising Spending 1 
Advertising Spending 2 
Advertising Spending 3 
Advertising Spending 4 
Distribution Intensity 1 
Distribution Intensity 2 
Price Deals 1 0.8139 
Price Deals 2 0.8443 
Price Deals 3 0.4980 
From the ISM0 result, items for each factor were tested to determine whether the 
items number were sufficient to predict the factor. As shown in Table 4-1 1, due to the 
KMO value of .952 and the significance of the Bartlett's test 07 i .001), exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted to examine the construct validity of the customer-based 
brand equity scale. 
Table 4-1 1 
KMO and Barlett 's Test for Brand Equity 
Bartlett's Test 
Construct KMO 
Value df Sig. @) 
Customer-Based 
.952 8389.168 253 .OOO 
Brand Equity 
Principal axis factoring with varimax rotation was used to conduct and establish 
construct validity of the customer-based brand equity scale. Table 4-12 shows the 
results of the factor analysis. The factor loadings in the exploratory factory analysis of 
customer-based brand equity ranged from .6447 to .83 13 for brand loyalty (BL), 
from .6008 to .7375 for brand awareness (BAw), from .4026 to .7456 for perceived 
quality (PQ), and from .4281 to .7467 for brand association (BAS). After the analysis of 
factor loading, brand awareness 2 (BAw2) "Some characteristics of X stores come to my 
mind quickly" and brand awareness 3 (BAw3) "I am aware of X stores" were regrouped 
into brand loyalty. This meant that the customers might perceive the question of brand 
awareness 2 (BAw2) and brand awareness 3 (BAw3) as brand loyalty. 
Table 4- 12 
Factor Loadings for Brand Equity 
Factor Loading 
Item Brand Brand Perceived Brand 
Loyalty Awareness Quality Association 
Brand Loyalty 1 0.6447 
Brand ~ o i a l &  2 0.7778 
Brand Loyalty 3 0.7567 
Brand Loyalty 4 0.8313 
Brand Loyalty 5(BAw2) 0.6730 
Brand Loyalty 6(BAw3) 0.7769 
Brand Awareness 1 
Brand Awareness 2(BAs1) 
Brand Awareness 3(BAs2) 
Brand Awareness 4(BAs3) 
Perceived Quality 1 
Perceived Quality 2 
Perceived Quality 3 
Perceived Quality 4 
Perceived Quality 5 
Brand Association 1 (BAs4) 0.4525 
Brand Association 2(BAs5) 0.4281 
Brand Association 3(BAs6) 0.6128 
Brand Association 4(BAs7) 0.7076 
Brand Association 5(BAs8) 0.6986 
Brand Association 6(BAs9) 0.7467 
Brand Association 7(BAslO) 0.6657 
Brand Association 8(BAw4) 0.7305 
In the factor of brand awareness, brand association 1 (BAsl) "I like X store", 
brand associations 2 (BAs2) "I would feel proud to shop at X stores," and brand 
associations 3 (BAs3) "I trust X as a supplier of products" were regrouped into brand 
awareness. Moreover, the brand awareness 4 (BAS 4) item "I can recognize X among 
other stores" was regrouped to brand association. From the definition of brand 
awareness and "the ability for a buyer to recognize or recall that a brand is a member of a 
certain product category" (Aaker, 1991, p. 61) and the definition ofbrand association, as 
"anything linked in memory to a brand" (Aaker, 199 1, p. 109) provided customers similar 
interpretation and understanding. In summary, items of brand awareness and brand 
association were regrouped. The items of brand awareness 2 (BAw2) and brand 
awareness 3 (BAw3) were regrouped into brand loyalty, while brand association items 1 
(BAS I), 2 (BAs2), and 3 (BAs3) were regrouped into brand awareness. In addition, 
brand awareness 4 (BAw4) was added into brand association. However, all factor 
loadings for customer-based brand equity were greater than .4. Therefore, the construct 
validity of the customer-based brand equity was established (Hair et al., 2005). 
Reliability Analysis 
The internal consistency reliability of the marketing mix scale and 
customer-based brand equity are shown in Table 4-13. The value of Cronbach's alpha 
for each construct of the marketing mix exceeded the minimum .7 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 
1994). Cronbach's alpha was .912 for distribution intensity, 383 for advertising 
spending, .848 for price construct, .759 for store image, and .751 for price deal. All 
coefficient alphas were greater than .7 and at an acceptable level. Therefore, the 15 item 
marketing mix scale was reliable. The Cronbach alpha value for customer-based brand 
equity exceeds the minimum .7 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Cronbach's alpha 
was .927 for brand loyalty, .906 for brand association, 397 for perceived quality, 
and .850 for brand awareness. Therefore, the 23 item customer-based brand equity scale 
was reliable (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
Table 4-13 
Internal Consistency Reliability of the Marketing Mix and Brand Equity 
Variables of the Marketing Mix Items Cronbach's Alpha (a) 
Price 3 0.848 
Store Image 3 0.759 
Advertising Spending 4 0.883 
Distribution Intensity 2 0.912 
Price Deal 3 0.751 
Brand Loyalty 6 0.927 
Brand Awareness 4 0.850 
Perceived Quality 5 0.897 
Brand Association 8 0.906 
&Test and One-Way ANOVA 
Differences Between Hypermarkets, the Marketing Mix and Brand Equity 
To analyze this study's results for research question 2 and research question 3, 
one-way ANOVA was used to test the significant differences among different groups by 
comparing sample means. For this study thep value of .05 at a 95% confidence level 
was accepted as significant. If thep value was significant (.05), post hoc multiple 
comparisons were used as a follow-up test employing the method proposed by Scheffe, 
which is the most conservative (Hair et al., 2005). 
Research question 2 examined customers' perception of the marketing mix, 
hypermarkets, and customer-based brand equity. One-way ANOVA tests compared 
differences in customers' perceptions of the marketing mix (price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, price deals, and the total marketing mix), and 
perception of brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand 
association, and total brand equity) for each of the Taiwanese markets. 
As shown in Table 4-14, ANOVA found a significant difference for the five 
variables of the marketing mix - price (p = .006), store image (p < .001), advertising 
spending (p < .001), distribution intensity (p < .001) , price deal (p = .039) and the total 
marketing mix (p = .001). The group differences of the five variables of the marketing 
mix and the marketing mix itself, were significant (p < .05). 
Table 4-14 
ANOVA ofSigni~fcant Diffences of the Marketing Mix Among Four Hypermarkets 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F Sig. (p). 
Price Between Group 6.046 3 2.015 4.237 .006 Within Group 205.007 43 1 .476 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 25.771 3 8.590 21.346 .OOO 
Image Within Group 173.449 43 1 .402 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 159.732 3 53.244 118.799 .OOO 
Spending Within Group 193.168 43 1 .448 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 24.697 3 8.232 12.060 .OOO 
Intensity Within Group 294.200 43 1 .683 
Total 3 18.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals 3.860 3 1.287 2.816 .039 Within Group 196.897 43 1 .457 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group 2.461 3 .820 5.924 .001 
Marketing 
Mix Within Group 59.690 43 1 .I38 
Total 62.151 434 
The following post hoc multiple comparisons were needed because the values of 
five variables of the marketing mix with hypermarkets were significant. Table 4-1 5 
reports these post hoc test results. From the post hoc test, the comparison between 
RT-Mart and COSTCO was significantly positive for price. However, the perception of 
price for RT-Mart was lower than for COSTCO as the mean difference was negative. 
Table 4-15 
Post Hoc Test of the Marketing Mix Among Four Hypermarkets 
- 
HypMkt HypMkt Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. (p)  
Price Scheffe 
2 3 -.30695 ,09022 ,001 
3 2 ,30695 .09022 ,010 
Store Image Scheffe 1 
2 
Advertising 
Spending Scheffe 
1 
Distribution Scheffe 
Intensity 
1 2 ,35095 ,09910 .OOO 
1 4 .79857 ,13990 ,000 
2 1 -.35095 .09910 ,006 
2 4 ,44762 ,14348 .002 
3 4 ,60082 .I4639 .OOO 
4 1 -.79857 ,13990 .OOO 
4 2 -.44762 ,14348 .022 
4 3 -.60082 .I4639 ,001 
Total 
Marketing Scheffe 
Mix 
1 4 .24918 .06302 ,000 
4 1 -.24918 .06302 .002 
The comparison between COSTCO and RT-Mart was significant in price (p 
< .001). Comparing the relationship between RT-Mart and COSTCO in price was 
positively related. It indicated that RT-Mart had higher mean of price than COSTCO 
had. In the comparison among Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and GCant, COSTCO 
had the highest (positive) store image of the group. 
In advertising spending, Carrefour had a higher mean for advertising spending 
perception than the other three hypermarkets, and the difference was significant (p 
< .050). Moreover, COSTCO had the lowest mean for advertising spending perception 
among the hypermarkets (p  < .05). For distribution intensity, Carrefour, RT-Mart and 
COSTCO had higher means than Gkant, and the relationships were significant (p < .05). 
In the total marketing mix, the mean comparison between Carrefour and GCant was 
significant (p < .001). However, the relationship between hypermarkets and price deals 
was found to be significant in the ANOVA test, but did not show significance in the post 
hoc test results. This indicated that the means of price deals between each hypermarket 
group might not be significant. 
For brand equity among four hypermarkets, Table 4-1 6 shows that the F values 
andp values for the four variables of brand equity - brand loyalty (p < .001), brand 
awareness (p < .001), perceived quality (p < .001), brand association (p < .001), and the 
total brand equity (p < .001) were all significant. The results showed that the 
relationships between group differences of four brand equity variables and total brand 
equity were significant @ < .05). 
Table 4- 16 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences of Brand Equity Among Four Hypermarkets 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Brand Between Group 30.316 3 10.105 6.700 .OOO 
Loyalty Within Group 650.105 43 1 1.508 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 39.994 3 13.331 11.344 .OOO 
Awareness Within Group 506.504 43 1 1.175 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 47.375 3 15.792 15.570 .OOO 
Quality Within Group 437.124 43 1 1.014 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 21 .456 3 7.152 7.211 .OOO Association 
Within Group 427.460 43 1 .992 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 25.73 1 3 8.577 9.405 .OOO 
Brand Within Group 393.062 43 1 .912 Equity 
- .  
Total 41 8.792 43 1 
Table 4-17 shows the results of the post hoc tests employing the Scheffe method 
following the ANOVA. From the post hoc test, the means between Carrefour and Gtant, 
and COSTCO and Gtant were significant (positive) for brand loyalty. The results 
indicated that customers who shopped at Carrefour and COSTCO had (significant) 
positive perceptions fj < .001 andp < .001, respectively) in brand loyalty as compared to 
customers who shopped in Gkant. 
Table 4-1 7 
Post Hoc Test of Brand Equity Among Four Hypermarkets 
HypMkt HypMkt Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. (p) 
Brand Scheffe Loyalty 
1 4 ,67348 ,20797 .OO 1 
3 4 .94444 ,21762 ,000 
4 1 -.67348 ,20797 ,016 
4 3 -.94444 ,21762 .OOO 
Brand 
Awareness Scheffe 
Perceived Scheffe 
Quality 
Brand Scheffe Association 
Total 
Brand Scheffe 
Equity 
Gtant had the lowest mean for brand awareness among the four hypermarkets. 
The mean differences between Gtant and Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO were significant 
(negative) in the comparisons. Carrefour, RT-Mart, and COSTCO shoppers recognized 
or recalled manufacturers' brands better than GCant shoppers (p < .05). In perceived 
quality, COSTCO had the highest mean which was (positive) significantly different from 
the other three hypermarkets. COSTCO shoppers perceived higher product quality (p 
< .001) than Carrefour, RT-Mart, and GCant. For brand association, the mean between 
Carrefour and GCant, COSTCO and GCant were significantly (positive) different (p 
< .001). Shoppers at Carrefour and COSTCO linked their memory and brand 
(association) better than shoppers at GCant. 
For brand equity, GCant had the lowest mean as compared with the other 
hypermarkets and these differences were significant (p < .05). Moreover, COSTCO had 
higher means than RT-Mart and the difference was also significant (p = .020). The 
perceptions of total brand equity for Carrefour and RT-Mart were greater than 
perceptions for GCant (p < .05). RT-Mart customers showed less favorable perceptions 
than customers in COSTCO. 
In summary, among the four hypermarkets, COSTCO had significant differences 
for perceptions of price, and store image. However, COSTCO did not spend enough for 
advertising for customers to perceive a significant difference, even when comparing it to 
Giant with the least market share among the four hypermarkets. For distribution 
intensity, GCant was the least noticed by customers, and measured far less than the other 
three hypermarkets. In addition, only Carrefour had a significant difference with Giant 
in the total marketing mix. From the mean differences for brand equity, GCant was the 
hypermarket with the least brand loyalty, brand awareness, and brand association. 
However, COSTCO had the highest perception of product quality among four 
hypermarkets. Customers thought COSTCO provided higher quality products than 
other hypermarkets. For total brand equity, Carrefour and COSTCO had higher 
perceptions than GBant. 
Differences Between Hypermarkets' Customer Characteristics, the Marketing Mix, and 
Brand Equity 
Research question 3 examined that customers' perceptions of the marketing mix, 
customer characteristics, and brand equity. There are nine questions included in 
customer characteristics (gender, age, marital status, educational level, occupational level, 
income level, shopping fi-equency, spending amount, and purchase experience). For 
gender and purchase experience, these are categorical (nominal) variables. Therefore, 
t-tests were used to determine the relationship among gender, purchase experience and 
the six marketing mix variables (price, store image, advertising spending, distribution 
intensity, price deals, and the total marketing mix) and five brand equity variables (brand 
loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association, and total brand equity). 
Moreover, the remaining seven customer characteristics (marital status, age, educational 
level, occupational level, income level, shopping frequency, spending amount) were 
tested using ANOVA, followed by post hoc comparisons if there were any significant 
relationships @ < .05). 
Table 4-18 shows the results of the independent t-tests among gender and the five 
marketing mix and the total marketing mix variables, and four brand equity and total 
brand equity variables. In the independent sample t-test, Levene's test denoted that the 
variance of the two groups was equal. However, if F was not significant, then the 
assumption of equal variances was not violated and the test used the "equal variances 
assumed". When the F values were significant, then equal variances assumed was 
violated and testing used "equal variances not assumed" (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 
Table 4- 18 
Comparison of the Mean and Std. Deviation Scores for Gender in the Marketing Mix and 
Brand Equity Variables 
Variable Levene's test for equality of t-test for equality of means 
variances 
 t sig. Gn) 
Price 5.020 .026 2.007a .045 
Store Image 4.970 .026 -.937a .349 
Advertising Spending .073 ,788 -.351 ,726 
Distribution Intensity 3.920 .048 -1 .670a ,096 
Price Deals ,452 ,502 -1.254 .210 
Total Marketing Mix ,798 .372 -1.469 .I43 
Brand Loyalty .I37 ,711 -1.382 ,168 
Brand Awareness ,000 .987 -1.562 .I19 
Perceived Quality 2.567 .I10 -1.137 .256 
Brand Association .996 ,319 -3.113 .002 
Total Brand Equity .012 .913 -2.154 ,032 
" Adjusted t-test formula for unequal variances. 
The Levene's F values of price, store image, and distribution intensity were 
significant. Therefore, we used equal variances not assumed for price, store image, and 
distribution intensity. The Levene's F values of brand equity were not significant. 
Therefore, the assumption was not violated for brand equity, and the equal variance 
assumed was used for brand equity variables. Table 4-1 8 shows the results of t-test for 
gender. 
Table 4-19 displayed that the appropriate price (t = 2.007, df = 428.381,~ = .045), 
based on the mean, explained that perceptions of females (M = 2.9178) for price is 
significantly higher than perceptions of males (M = 2.7840). As a result, females were 
more sensitive or paid more attention to price than male shoppers. Moreover, store 
image (t = -.937, df= 424 .277 ,~  = .349), advertising spending (t = -.351, df = 433, p 
= .726), distribution intensity (t  = - 1.670, df = 424.277, p = .096), price deals (t = -1.254, 
df = 433, p = .210), and the total marketing mix ( t  = -1.469, df = 433, p = .143) revealed 
no significant differences in the total marketing mix between males and females. 
Table 4- 19 
Comparison ofMale and Female Perceptions on the Marketing Mix and Brand Equity (N 
= 219 Female and 216 Male) 
Variable M SD df 
Price 
Female 2.9178 ,663 10 428.381 
Male 2.7840 ,72577 
Store Image 
Female 3.1674 .63243 424.277 
Male 3.2284 ,72053 
Advertising Spending 
Female 2.9361 38399 433 
Male 2.9664 .92118 
Distribution Intensity 
Female 3.2078 .79936 424.527 
Male 3.3449 .90875 
Price Deal 
Female 3.2192 ,67778 433 
Male 3.3009 .68160 
Total Marketing Mix 
Female 44.81 5.443 433 
Male 45.61 5.889 
Brand Loyalty 
Female 
Male 
Brand Awareness 
Female 
Male 
Perceived Quality 
Female 
Male 
Brand Association 
Female 
Male 
Total Brand Equity 
Female 4.3738 .97091 433 
Male 4.5759 .98560 
Except for price, all other marketing mix variables had significant difference 
between males and females. For brand equity, there were no differences between male 
and female perceptions of store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, price 
deals, and the total marketing mix. 
For total brand equity ( t  = -2.154, df = 433, andp = .032) and based on the mean, 
the result was males ( M  = 4.5759) having significantly higher perceptions of total brand 
equity than females ( M  = 4.3738). Therefore, males paid more attention to brand equity 
than females. For the brand association (t = - 3.1 13, df  = 433, andp = .002), the result 
explained that the perceptions of brand association by males ( M  = 4.8218) was 
significantly higher than for females (M = 4.521 1). Hence, males linked their memory 
to a brand better or easier than females. For the remaining brand equity variables, brand 
loyalty, brand awareness and perceived quality, there were no significant differences of 
perceptions between male and female shoppers. It appeared that males and females did 
not have many differences in terms of brand loyalty, quality and awareness. 
Table 4-20 shows the independent sample tests between purchase experience, and 
the five marketing mix, the total marketing mix variables, and the four brand equity and 
total brand equity variables. For the purchase experience characteristic, the result of 
advertising spending ( t  = -2.837, df = 5 5 . 8 3 7 , ~  < .001) was significant. Based on the 
mean, customers who had purchase experience before had significantly higher 
perceptions of advertising spending (M = 2.9899) than customers who did not ( M  = 
2.5688). Customers who had purchase experience paid more attention to advertising 
than customers who did not have prior purchase experience. Price deal variable (t = 
-2.551, df  = 433,p = .011) showed that customers who had purchase experience before 
(M = 3.2861) were more aware about price deals than customers who did not have prior 
purchase experience (M = 3.000). The total marketing mix (t = -2.035, df = 433, andp 
= .042) based on the means found customers who had purchase experience (M = 3.0257) 
had significantly higher perceptions of the total marketing mix than customers who did 
not have purchase experience (M = 2.8983). 
Table 4-20 
Comparison ofthe Mean and Std. Deviation Scores for Purchase Experience in the 
Marketing Mix and Brand Equity Variables 
Variable Levene's test for equality of t-test for equality of means 
variances 
F Sig. (p) t Sig. (p) 
Price 5.543 ,019 1 .059a .295 
Store Image .012 .911 -1.367 ,172 
Advertising Spending 8.298 .004 -3.726" .OOO 
Distribution Intensity 2.556 .I11 -1.460 .I45 
Price Deals .149 .700 -2.5 11 .011 
Total Marketing Mix .I889 .I70 -2.035 .042 
Brand Loyalty .045 .832 -4.238 .OOO 
Brand Awareness 3.370 .067 -1 1.269 .OOO 
Perceived Quality 2.357 .I25 -3.634 .OOO 
Brand Association .071 ,790 -6.522 .OOO 
Total Brand Equity .028 368 -6.758 .OOO 
" Adjusted t-test formula for unequal variances. 
In the relationships among purchase experience and total brand equity, and the 
four CBBE constructs, the t values for brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, 
brand association, and total brand equity were - 4.238, - 11.269, - 3.634, - 6.522 and 
-6.758, respectively as shown in Table 4-21. The degrees of freedom (dJ) for the CBBE 
construct are the same (df = 433, andp < .001). The results suggested that customers 
who had purchase experience before had significantly higher perceptions of brand loyalty, 
brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association, and total brand equity than 
customers who did not have such experiences. For example, customers who had a prior 
purchase experience had loyalty to the brand, and more knowledge about product quality 
to link to brand association, than customers who did not have purchase experience. 
Table 4-2 1 
Having Purchase Experience or Non Purchase Experience on the Marketing Mix and 
Brand Equity (N = 395 Yes or 40 No Purchase Experience) 
Variable M SD t df P 
Price 
No 2.9583 ,66747 1.059 48.118 .295 
Yes 2.8405 ,70021 
Store Image 
NO 3.0583 ,67889 -1.367 433 .I72 
Yes 3.2118 .67664 
Advertising Spending 
NO 2.5688 ,65287 -3.726 55.837 ,000 
Yes 2.9899 .91496 
Distribution Intensity 
NO 3.0875 .79168 -1.460 433 ,145 
Yes 3.2949 ,86219 
Price Deal 
NO 3.0000 ,71213 -2.551 433 ,011 
Yes 3.2861 ,67216 
Total Marketing Mix 
No 2.8983 ,45190 2.035 433 .042 
Yes 3.0257 .36883 
Brand Loyalty 
NO 3.2333 1.17476 -4.238 433 ,000 
Yes 4.0970 1.23352 
Brand Awareness 
NO 3.3250 1.18511 -11.269 433 .OOO 
Yes 5.1722 .96617 
Perceived Quality 
NO 3.7150 ,88508 -3.634 433 .OOO 
Yes 4.3433 1.05630 
Brand Association 
NO 3.7156 .99558 -6.522 . 433 ,000 
Yes 4.7671 .96920 
Total Brand Equity 
NO 3.5217 ,91641 -6.758 433 ,000 
Yes 4.5706 ,93722 
One-way ANOVA was used to compare the means of more than two independent 
groups to the dependent variable means to draw inferences from the results (Morgan, 
Leech, Gloeckner, & Barrett, 2004). One-way ANOVA was used to compare mean 
differences among certain shopper characteristics (marital status, age, educational level, 
occupation level, income, shopping ffequency, spending amount) and the five marketing 
mix variables, the total marketing mix, the four brand equity variables, and total brand 
equity. In addition, post hoc multiple comparisons using Scheffe was used in the 
analyses if the ANOVA was significant. 
Table 4-22 shows the relationship between marital status and the five marketing 
mix variables. However, there were no significant differences found among marital 
status and the total marketing mix, price, store image, advertising spending, distribution 
intensity and price deal (p  = .536, .43 1, 2305, 368, .671, and .505., respectively). 
Therefore, no post hoc multiple comparisons were needed. The results indicated that 
customers' marital status did not reveal any different perceptions toward price, store 
image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, price deals, and the total marketing 
mix. 
Table 4-22 
AN0 VA ofSigniJicant Differences Between Marital Status and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Price Between Group 1.343 3 .448 -920 .43 1 Within Group 209.710 43 1 .487 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group .453 3 .I51 .328 .805 
Image Within Group 198.767 43 1 .46 1 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group .589 3 .I96 .240 368 
Spending Within Group 352.310 43 1 317 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 1.143 3 .381 .517 .671 
Intensity Within Group 3 17.753 43 1 .737 
Total 318.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals 1.086 3 .362 .781 .505 Within Group 199.671 43 1 .463 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group .313 3 .lo4 .728 .536 
Marketing 
Mix Within Group 61.838 43 1 .I43 
Total 62.151 434 
The relationships results between marital status and total brand equity is shown in 
Table 4-23. Brand loyalty (p = .274), brand awareness (p = .535), perceived quality (p 
= .529), brand association (p = .587), and total brand equity (p = .462) had no significant 
differences. Therefore, customers' marital status did not influence their perceptions of 
brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand awareness, and total brand 
equity. 
Table 4-23 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences Between Marital Status and Brand Equity 
Sum of square df Mean Square F sig. (P) 
Brand Between Grow 6.104 3 2.035 1.301 .274 
Loyalty Within Group 674.316 43 1 1.565 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 2.760 3 .920 .729 .535 
Awareness Within Group 543.738 43 1 1.262 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 2.480 3 327 .739 .529 
Quality Within Group 482.019 43 1 1.118 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 2.001 3 .667 .643 .587 Association 
Within Group 446.914 43 1 1.037 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 2.490 3 0.830 
Brand Within Group 416.303 43 1 0.966 359 .462 Equity 
In the relationship between age and the marketing mix, age was grouped into five 
intervals with the results presented in Table 4-24. The ANOVA indicated that 
significant results appeared in price (p = .O1 I), store image (p = .012), and advertising 
spending (p = .021), but no significant differences were found in distribution intensity (p 
= .530), price deal (p = .115) and the total marketing mix (p = .191). However, the post 
hoc results for age and the marketing mix were not significant. Therefore, different age 
groups paid attention to price, store image, and advertising. 
Table 4-24 
ANOVA of Signzjkant D8erences Between Age and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F sig. (3) 
Price Between Group 6.327 4 1.582 3.322 .011 
Within Group 204.727 43 0 .476 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 5.868 4 1.467 3.262 .012 
Image Within Group 193.352 43 0 .450 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 9.364 4 2.341 2.930 .021 
Spending Within Group 343.535 43 0 .799 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 2.336 4 .584 .793 .530 
Intensity Within Group 316.561 43 0 .736 
Total 318.897 434 
Price Deals Between Group 3.427 4 357 1.867 .I15 
Within Group 197.330 43 0 .459 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group ,875 4 .219 1.536 .I91 
Marketing Within Group 
Mix 61.276 43 0 .I43 
Total 62.151 434 
Table 4-25 shows that age to brand loyalty (p = .029), perceived quality @ = .017), 
brand association (p = .007), and total brand equity (p = .008) were significant, but not 
brand awareness (p = .051). The results indicated that different age groups had 
significantly different perceptions toward brand loyalty, perception of product quality, the 
memory link to brand, and perceptions of total brand equity. 
Table 4-25 
ANOVA of Signijkant Differences Between Age and Brand Equity 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. ($) 
Brand Between Group 16.856 4 4.214 2.731 .029 
Loyalty Within Group 663.565 430 1.543 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 11.811 4 2.953 2.375 .051 
Awareness Within Group 534.686 43 0 1.243 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 13.294 4 3.324 3.033 .017 
Quality Within Group 47 1.204 43 0 1.096 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 
Association 14.559 4 3.640 3.603 .007 
Within Group 434.356 43 0 1.010 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 13.092 4 3.273 3.469 .008 
Brand Within Group 
Equity 405.701 430 .943 
Total 418.792 434 
Table 4-26 shows the post hoc test when the ANOVA test for age and brand 
equity were significant. In this post hoc test (age and brand equity), the means of 
different age groups were significant for several groups. For instance, customers who 
were 3 1 to 38 years old had different perceptions of quality fiom those 49 to 75 years old. 
Customers in the age group 18 to 26, linked memory to brand (brand association) and 
were different from customers 31 to 38 and 49 to 75. Age ranges produced different 
perceptions of brand equity based on the individual experiences or background. 
Table 4-26 
Post Hoc Test of Age and Brand Equity 
Age Age Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. (p )  
Perceived 
Quality Scheffe 
3 5 -.55655 .I6873 .001 
Brand 
Association Scheffe 
3 5 -.56789 ,16200 .001 
5 1 ,57648 ,17839 .035 
5 3 .56789 .I6200 ,016 
Total 
Brand Scheffe 
Equity 
3 5 -.53805 .I5657 ,001 
4 5 -.53170 ,16865 ,002 
5 3 ,53805 .I5657 ,020 
5 4 .53 170 ,16865 .043 
Table 4-27 shows the ANOVA results among educational level and the marketing 
mix. There were no significant differences between the means of educational levels and 
the marketing mix (p = .162), price, (p = .397), store image, 0, = .154), advertising 
spending, (p = .613), distribution intensity, (p = .849), price deal, and the total marketing 
mix (p = .3 18). Therefore, with no significant differences resulting from the ANOVA, 
no post hoc comparisons were tested. 
Table 4-27 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences Between Educational Level and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Price Between Group 4.477 6 .746 1.546 .I62 Within Group 206.577 428 .483 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 2.869 6 .478 1.042 .397 
Image Within Group 196.351 428 .459 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 7.609 6 1.268 1.572 .I54 
Spending Within Group 345.291 428 307 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 3.297 6 .550 ,745 .613 
Intensity Within Group 3 15.599 428 .737 
Total 318.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals Within Omup 1.243 6 .207 .444 .849 199.514 428 .466 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group 1.008 6 .I68 1.177 .318 
Marketing Within Group Mix 61.143 428 .I43 
Table 4-28 shows the ANOVA test between educational level and brand equity. 
Only educational level and brand awareness (p = .047) was significant. Brand loyalty (p 
= .090), perceived quality (p = .515), brand association (p = .SO), and total brand equity 
(p = .229) were not significant for educational level. Although brand awareness and 
educational level were significant for ANOVA analysis, post hoc analysis showed that 
there was no significant difference between brand awareness and educational level. The 
results suggested that customers with various educational levels recognize or recall a 
brand differently. Therefore, brand recognitions were not significantly different among 
different education groups. 
Table 4-28 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Dgerences Between Educational Level and Brand Equity 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. 0) 
Brand Between Group 17.110 6 2.852 1.840 .090 
Loyalty WithinGroup 663.311 428 1.550 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 15.966 6 2.661 2.147 .047 
Awareness Within Group 530.532 428 1.240 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 5.876 6 .979 376 .513 
Quality Within Group 478.622 428 1.118 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group Association 5.141 6 357 326 .550 
Within Group 443.775 428 1.037 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 7.845 6 1.308 1.362 .229 
Brand Within Group Equity 410.947 428 .960 
Total 41 8.792 434 
A statistically significant difference was found between occupation level and the 
marketing mix as shown in Table 4-29. The occupation level results for store image (p 
= .012), and advertising spending, (p < .001) were significant. On the other hand, 
different occupation level and price 0, = .449), distribution intensity @ = .740), price deal, 
and the total marketing mix (p = .71 I), were not significant. Therefore, customers in 
certain occupations perceived store image and product quality differently from those in 
other occupations. Price and distribution intensity were not viewed differently by 
customers with different occupation level. 
Table 4-29 
ANOVA of Signijkant Differences Between Occupation Level and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. @) 
Price Between Group 2.816 6 .469 .965 .449 Within Group 208.237 428 .487 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 7.406 6 1.234 2.754 .012 
Image Within Group 191.814 428 .448 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 22.641 6 3.773 4.890 .OOO 
Spending Within Group 330.259 428 .772 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 2.606 6 .434 .588 .740 
Intensity Within Group 316.291 428 .739 
Total 3 18.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals 5.740 6 .957 2.100 .052 Within Group 195.017 428 .456 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group .540 6 .090 .625 .711 
Marketing 
Mix Within Group 61.611 428 .I44 
Store image and advertising spending were found to be significantly related to for 
customers' occupation level. However, Table 4-30 shows that administrative personnel 
(group 3), clerical and sales (group 4), machine operators (group 6), and unskilled 
employees (group 7) perceived stores' advertising spending differently. Although the 
ANOVA found store image was significant based on occupation, there was no significant 
difference of product quality perception. 
Table 4-30 
Post Hoc Test of Occupation Level and the Marketing Mix 
Occupational Occupational Mean Difference Std. Error Sig.(p) Level Level 
Advertising Scheffe 
Spending 
A statistically significant difference was found between occupation level and 
brand equity as presented in Table 4-3 1. The results of the difference among occupation 
and perceived quality (p = .007), brand association, (p = .049) and total brand equity (p 
= .027) were significant, but the impact of occupational level on brand loyalty (p = .060) 
and brand awareness (p  = .123) were not significant. The results showed that 
customers' occupation affects their decision in buying product brands, judging product 
quality, linking brands to memory, andin their brand equity concept. However, based 
on post hoc testing occupation and the four brand equity variables and brand equity were 
not significant. 
Table 4-3 1 
ANOVA of Signijicant Differences Between Occupation Level and Brand Equity 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Brand Between Group 18.853 6 3.142 2.033 .060 
Loyalty Within Group 661 567 428 1.546 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 12.613 6 2.102 1.685 .I23 
Awareness Within Group 533.884 428 1.247 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 19.540 6 3.257 2.998 .007 
Quality Within Group 464.959 428 1.086 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 12.998 6 2.166 2.127 .049 Association 
Within Group 435.917 428 1.01 8 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 13.614 6 2.269 2.397 .027 
Brand Within Group Equity 405.178 428 .947 
- ~ 
Total 418.792 434 
A significant difference was found only in the income level and store image ($ 
= .025) as shown in Table 4-32. The other marketing mix variables of price (p = .5 15), 
advertising spending (p = .207), distribution intensity (p = .433), price deals (p = .051) 
and the total marketing mix (p = 318) were not significant. Therefore, customers who 
had different income levels perceived store image differently. There was no significant 
perception differences found from the post hoc testing between income levels and store 
image. Thus, there was no further need for post hoc testing of the relationships between 
different income levels and the total marketing mix. 
Table 4-32 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences Between Income and the Marketing Mix 
Sumofsquare df Meansquare F Sig.(p) 
Price Between Group 2.071 5 .414 350 .515 Within Group 208.983 429 .487 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 5.844 5 1.169 2.593 .025 
Image Within Group 193.376 429 .451 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 5.848 5 1.170 1.446 .207 
Spending Within Group 347.052 429 309 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 3.578 5 .716 .974 .433 
Intensity Within Group 315.318 429 .735 
Total 318.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals 5.063 5 1.013 2.220 .051 Within Group 195.694 429 .456 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group .319 5 .064 .443 318 
Maketin' Within Group Mix 61.832 429 .I44 
Table 4-33 showed that no significant differences between income levels and 
brand loyalty (p = .763), brand awareness (p = .854), perceived quality ( p  = .145), brand 
association @ = .122), total brand equity (p = .33 1) were found. Customers with 
different incomes perceived similar loyalty, product quality, memory of a brand, and 
recognition of brands. 
Table 4-33 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences Between Income and Brand Equity 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F Sig. 0 
Brand Between Group 4.085 5 317 .518 .763 
Loyalty Within Group 676.335 429 1.577 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 2.487 5 ,497 .392 354  
Awareness Within Group 544.010 429 1.268 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 9.152 5 1.830 1.652 .I45 
Quality W i t h  Group 475.346 429 1.108 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group Association 8.978 5 1.796 1.751 .I22 
Within Group 439.938 429 1.025 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 5.754 5 1.151 1.195 .311 
Brand 
Equity Within Group 413.039 429 .963 
- 
Total 41 8.792 434 
Table 4-34 shows the results from the ANOVA that found shopping frequency 
and store image (p < .001), distribution intensity (p = .006), and the total marketing mix 
(p = .005) were statistically significant. Shopping more or less affected customers 
perceptions of store image, distribution intensity, and the total marketing mix differently. 
For example, when customers shopped more in the same store, their image of the store 
was significantly different from those who shopped less. Customers who shopped more 
often might recognized a product better than customers who shopped less. Post hoc 
testing was followed by an analysis to determine which groups exhibited differences due 
to shopping frequency. 
Table 4-34 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Differences Between Shopping Frequency and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F Sig. @) 
Between Group Price 2.008 2 1.004 2.075 .I27 Within Group 209.045 432 .484 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 12.020 2 6.010 13.870 .OOO 
Image Within Group 187.199 43 2 .433 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 1.504 2 .752 .925 .398 
Spending Within Group 351.395 432 313 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 7.450 2 3.725 5.167 .006 
Intensity Within Group 3 11.447 432 .721 
Total 318.897 434 
Between Group .994 2 .497 1.075 .342 Price Deals Within Group 199.763 43 2 .462 
Total 200.757 434 
Total 
Marketing Between Group 1.482 2 .741 5.277 .005 
Mix 
Within Group 60.669 432 .I40 
The results among different shopping frequency groups and store image, 
distribution intensity, and the total marketing mix from post hoc test are shown in Table 
4-35. Shopping frequency was divided into three groups and the results indicated that 
differences between group 1 (less than one time a week) and group 3 (4 or more times a 
week), and group 2 (1 to 3 times a week) and group 3, differed significantly, in store 
image. 
Table 4-35 
Post Hoc Test Between Shopping Frequency and the Marketing Mix 
Shopping 
Frequency Shopping Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. (p) Frequency 
Store Image Scheffe 
1 3 -.65933 .I3014 ,000 
Distribution Scheffe Intensity 
Total Marketing Scheffe 
Mix 
Customers who shopped less than once a week or one to three times a week were 
significantly different from customers shopping 4 or more times a week in their 
perception of store image. However, customers who shopped less than once a week had 
a different perception from those shopping 1 to 3 times a week. 
A statistical difference was found among shopping frequency and brand loyalty (p 
< .001), brand awareness (p = .004), perceived quality (p = .003), and total brand equity 
(p < ,001) as shown in Table 4-36. Customers with different shopping frequencies had 
different perceptions toward brand loyalty. However, brand association was not 
significant. For example, the more often customers shopped at a hypermarket, the 
loyalty, memory and recognition in some instances was better, while in other instances as 
wore regarding the particular market. 
Table 4-36 
ANOVA of Significant Differences Between Shopping Frequency and Brand Equity 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F Sig. I$) 
Brand Between Group 39.438 2 19.719 13.290 .OOO 
Loyalty Within ~ r o u i  640.983 432 1.484 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 13.551 2 6.775 5.492 .004 
Awareness Within Group 532.947 432 1.234 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 13.111 2 6.556 6.008 .003 
Quality Within Group 471.388 432 1.091 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 4.998 2 2.499 2.432 .089 Association 
Within Group 443.918 432 1.028 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 14.595 2 7.297 7.799 ,000 
Brand Within Group 404.198 432 .936 Eauitv 
A - 
Total 418.792 434 
The results of the post hoc tests for shopping frequency and brand equity are 
shown in Table 4-37. Significance was found for brand loyalty between group 1 (less 
than once a week) and group 2 (1 to 3 times a week), group 1 and group 3 (4 or more 
times a week). Differences also appeared between (1) Group 1 (less than once a week) 
and group 2 (1 to 3 times a week) for brand awareness, (2) group 1 (less than once a week) 
and group 3 (4 or more times a week) for perceived quality, (3) group 1 (less than once a 
week) and group 2 (1 -3 times a week), and (4) group 1 (less than once a week) and group 
3 (4 or more times a week) for total brand equity. In addition, customers who spent less 
time shopping have different perceptions of store image and distribution intensity from 
those who shopped more often. 
Table 4-37 
Post Hoc Test Between Shopping Frequency and Brand Equity 
Shopping Shopping Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. @) Frequency Frequency 
Brand Scheffe Loyalty 
1 2 -.48575 ,13596 ,002 
Brand 
Awareness Scheffe 
Perceived 
Quality Scheffe 
3 1 ,58071 .20651 .020 
TBE Scheffe 
1 2 -.30744 .lo796 ,005 
1 3 -.60029 ,19122 .002 
2 1 .30744 .lo796 .018 
There were no significant differences found among spending and each marketing 
mix variable and the total marketing mix as shown in Table 4-38. Because eachp value 
was greater than the significance level @ < .05), post hoc multiple comparison tests were 
not needed. However, the results indicated that customers decided how much they were 
going to spend, and price store image, and distribution did not influence spending 
amounts. Therefore, no significant relationships were found between spending and each 
of the marketing mix variable. Therefore, no post hoc tests were needed. 
Table 4-38 
ANOVA of SigniJicant Dzflerences Between Spending Amount and the Marketing Mix 
Sum of square df Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Price Between Group 2.61 5 5 .523 1.076 .373 Within Group 208.439 429 .486 
Total 211.053 434 
Store Between Group 1.576 5 .315 .684 .636 
Image Within Group 197.644 429 .461 
Total 199.220 434 
Advertising Between Group 1.165 5 .233 .284 .922 
Spending Within Group 351.734 429 320 
Total 352.899 434 
Distribution Between Group 3.640 5 .728 .991 .423 
Intensity Within Group 315.257 429 .735 
Total 318.897 434 
Between Group Price Deals 3.281 5 .656 1.425 .214 Within Group 197.477 429 .460 
Total 200.757 434 
Total Between Group .650 5 .I30 .907 .476 
Marketing Within Group Mix 61.501 429 ' .I43 
Total 62.151 434 
No significant differences were found between spending and total brand equity 
variable as shown in Table 4-39. Therefore, further testing with post hoc multiple 
comparison was conducted. The results were that customers decided how much they 
were going to spend before shopping. 
Table 4-39 
ANOVA of Signijicant Differences Between Spending Amount and Brand Equity 
Sum of square d f  Mean Square F Sig. (p) 
Brand Between Group 13.907 5 2.781 1.790 .I14 
Loyalty Within Group 666.513 429 1.554 
Total 680.420 434 
Brand Between Group 10.108 5 2.022 1.617 .I54 
Awareness Within Group 536.389 429 1.250 
Total 546.498 434 
Perceived Between Group 8.709 5 1.742 1.571 .I67 
Quality Within Group 475.790 429 1.109 
Total 484.499 434 
Brand Between Group 4.107 5 221 .792 .556 Association 
Within Group 444.809 429 1.037 
Total 448.916 434 
Total Between Group 6.308 5 1.262 1.312 .258 
Brand Within Group 412.484 429 .962 Equity 
Total 418.792 434 
Research Hypothesis 1 
Table 4-40 shows the results of the model summary of the multiple regression 
analyses for the customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived 
quality, and brand association) and the total marketing mix variables (price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price deals) for the five Hypotheses, HI, 
HI, to Hid. For this study, a significance level (a) of .05 was used. For individual 
predictors, a t value was used to indicate the significant level of the marketing mix and 
hypermarkets variables. A significant (p) value was used to determine F which 
indicated the combinations of all predictors for the dependent variables (Leech et al., 
2005). In addition, the adjusted R2 indicated the variances predicted fi-om the 
independent variable. 
Table 4-40 
Model Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Customer-Based Brand Equity 
(CBBE) and the Marketing Mix 
R2 ~djus ted  R2 Std. Error F Sig. Hypotheses (P) 
Hi (CBBE)~ .530 .524 .67748 96.688 .OOO 
HI, (Brand Loyalty) .412 .405 .96602 60.027 .ooo 
Hlb (Brand Awareness) .332 .324 .92263 42.601 .ooo 
H1, (Perceived Quality) .544 .538 .71791 102.209 .ooo 
Hid (Brand Association) .435 .428 ,76890 66.066 .ooo 
a Customer-based brand equity 
The relationship between the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity - HI (F = 
9 6 . 6 8 8 , ~  < .001) had an adjusted R2value of .530 (53%) for brand equity, which was 
predicted fi-om the five marketing mix variables. Hypothesis 1 ,  (F = 6 0 . 0 2 7 , ~  < .001) 
had an adjusted R2 value of .412, so that 41% of the variances in brand loyalty was 
explained by the five marketing mix variables. Hypothesis lb (F = 42.601, p < .001) 
had an adjusted R2 value of .324; 32% of the variances in brand awareness was predicted 
by the five marketing mix variables. Hypothesis 1, (F  = 102.209,~  < .001) and the 
adjusted R2 value of .538, determined that 54% of the variances in perceived quality was 
explained by the five marketing mix variables. Hypothesis l d  ( F  = 66.066, p < .001) 
and the adjusted R2 value of .428, indicated that 43% of the variances in brand 
association was predicted by the marketing mix variables. 
Multiple regression analysis for Hypothesis 1 was used to test the relationships 
among the marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, 
and price deal) and customer-based brand equity. For Hypothesis 1 and sub-hypotheses 
HI, to Hld, five separate multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine if 
there were significant relationships among the marketing mix and customer-based brand 
equity variables. 
Moreover, the p value indicated the strength the individual variable contributed to 
the equation. To analyze the individual predictors, a t value was used to indicate the 
significance level of the marketing mix variables. In addition, the regression model was 
examined constructed by examining tolerance and variance inflation factors (VIF). Hair 
et al. (2005) stated that the higher the tolerance or lower the VIF value, the smaller the 
probability of multicollinearity would be. However, multicollinearity would probability 
happen if a "tolerance value of .10 was found, which corresponds to a VIF value of 10" 
(Hair et al., p. 230). 
The adjusted R~ for customer-based brand equity (CBBE) and the marketing mix, 
was .524, or 52%. The relationships among these variables were significant and 
included price (t = -2 .397,~ = .017), store image ( t  = 9 , 7 6 6 , ~  < .001), distribution 
intensity ( t  = 6 .307 ,~  < .001), and price deal (t = 5 . 1 6 4 , ~  = .000), but advertising 
spending (t  = -.010, p = .992) was not significant. (see Table 4-41). Based on the P 
value, which was the predictor variable degree of strength, store image @ = .398), 
distribution intensity @ = .257), and price deal @ = .219), and advertising spending (P 
= .000) were positive predictors for CBBE. However, price @ = -.090) was a negative 
predictor. The equation for the relationship between CBBE and the marketing mix, H1, 
was 
Customer-Based Brand Equity = - .090 *price + .398* store image + .000* 
advertising spending + .25 7" distribution intensity 
+ .219*price deal. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal, positively 
influenced customer-based brand equation; as these marketing mix variables increased, 
CBBE increased. On the other hand, price negatively (inversely) influenced CBBE, or 
as price decreased, CBBE increased. 
Table 4-4 1 
Multiple Regression CoefJicients of Customer-Based Brand Equity of HI 
Hypothesis B SE P t P Tolerance VIF 
H, (Constant) .994 .303 3.279 .001 
Price -.I27 ,053 -.090 -2.397 .017 .775 1.291 
Store Image ,578 ,059 ,398 9.766 .000 .658 1.519 
Advertising .OOO 
.040 .OOO -.010 .992 327  1.209 Spending 
Distribution .294 
.047 ,257 6.307 .OOO .662 1.511 Intensitv 
The adjusted R~ for brand loyalty and the marketing mix, was .405 (41%). The 
relationship among these variables were significant and included store image (t = 7.934, p 
< .001), distribution intensity (t = 5 .159 ,~  < .001), and price deal (t = 4 .110 ,~  < .001), 
but price (t = - .649, p = .5 17) and advertising spending (t = .397, p = .692) were not 
significant. (see Table 4-42). Store image (P = .362), advertising spending (P = .016), 
distribution intensity (P = .235), and price deal (P = .195) were positive predictors of 
brand loyalty. However, price (P = -.027), was a negative predictor. The equation for 
the relationship between brand loyalty and the marketing mix, HI,, was 
Brand Loyalty = - ,027 *price + .362* store image + .016* advertising spending 
+ .235 *distribution intensity + .I95 *price deal. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal positively 
influenced brand loyalty. As these marketing mix variables increased, brand loyalty 
increased, but price negatively influenced brand loyalty. 
Table 4-42 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Brand Loyalty of HI, 
Hypothesis B SE D t P Tolerance VIF 
HI, (Constant) -.345 .432 -.798 .425 
Price -.049 ,076 -.027 -.649 .517 .775 1.291 
Store Image ,669 .084 .362 7.934 .000 .658 1.519 
Advertising .022 
.057 .016 .397 .692 ,827 1.209 Spending 
Distribution 
Intensity ,343 ,066 .235 5.159 .OOO ,662 1.511 
The adjusted R~ for brand awareness and the marketing mix, was .324 (32%). 
The relationships among these variables were significant and included store image (t = 
5 . 0 2 4 , ~  < .001, distribution intensity ( t  = 4 . 6 3 6 , ~  < .001), and price deal (t  = 4 . 1 8 2 , ~  
< .001) were significant. Price ( t  = -1 .930,~ = .054) and advertising spending (t = 341, 
p = .401) were not significant. (see in Table 4-43). Based on theD value, store image 
(p = .244), advertising spending (p = .036), distribution intensity (p = .225), and price 
deal (p = .212) were positively related to brand awareness. However, price (p = -.087) 
was negative related to brand awareness. The equation for the brand awareness and the 
marketing mix, Hlb, was 
BrandAwareizess = - .087 *price + .224* store image + .036* advertising 
spending + ,225 *distribution intensity + .212 *price deal. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal positively 
influenced customer-based brand equation, so that these marketing mix variables 
increased, brand awareness increased. Price negatively influenced brand awareness. 
Table 4-43 
Multiple Regression CoefJicients o f  Brand Awareness of Hlb 
Hypothesis B SE P t p Tolerance VIF 
 HI^ (Constant) 1.867 ,413 4.524 .OOO 
Price -.I39 ,072 -.087 -1.930 ,054 .775 1.291 
Store Image .405 ,081 .244 5.024 .000 .658 1.519 
Advertising .045 
,054 .036 ,841 ,401 327 Spending 1.209 
Distribution 
Intensity .294 .064 ,225 4.636 .OOO .662 1.511 
PriceDeal .349 .084 .212 4.182 .000 .607 1.647 
The relationship between perceived quality and the marketing mix, adjusted R* 
was .538 (54%). For the marketing mix, store image ( t  = 12 .538 ,~  < .001), advertising 
spending ( t  = - 3 .554 ,~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 5 .111 ,~  < .001), and price deal 
( t  = 3 .882 ,~  < .001) were significant. Price ( t  = - 1 .732 ,~  = .084) was not significant. 
See Table 4-44. Based on the P value, store image @ = .504), distribution intensity @ = . 
205), and price deal @ =.162) were positively related to perceived quality. However, price 
@ = - .064) and advertising spending @ = - .127) were negatively related to perceived quality. 
The equation for perceived quality and the marketing mix, HI,, was 
Perceived Quality = - .064 *price + ,504" store image -.127* advertising 
spending + ,205 *distribution intensity + .I62 *price deal. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal positively 
influenced perceived quality, and as these marketing mix variables increased, perceived 
quality increased. Price and advertising spending negatively influenced perceived 
quality. 
Table 4-44 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Perceived Quality of HI,  
Hypothesis B SE P t P Tolerance VIF 
HI, (Constant) 340 ,321 2.616 .009 .- 
Price -.097 ,056 -.064 -1.732 ,084 ,775 1.291 
Store Image .786 .063 .504 12.538 .000 ,658 1.519 
~ d v e r t i s i i ~  
-.I49 .042 -.I27 -3.554 .OOO ,827 1.209 Spending 
Distribution .253 
.049 ,205 5.111 ,000 .662 1.511 Intensitv 
The adjusted R~ for the relationships between brand association and the marketing 
mix, adjusted R' was .428 (43%). For the marketing mix, price (t  = - 3 . 2 9 3 , ~  = .001), 
store image ( t  = 6 . 9 3 2 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity (t  = 5 . 3 5 1 , ~  < .001), and price 
deal ( t  = 4 . 4 3 5 , ~  < .001) were significant contributors to brand association as shown in 
Table 4-45. However, advertising spending (t  = 1,170, p = .243) was not significant. 
Table 4-45 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Brand Association of Hid 
Hypothesis B SE p t p Tolerance VIF 
H I ~  (Constant) 1.657 .344 4.817 .OOO 
Price -.I98 .060 -.I36 -3.293 .001 .775 1.291 
Store Image .465 .067 .310 6.932 .000 ,658 1.519 
Advertising 
.053 .045 .047 1.170 .243 327 1.209 Spending 
Distribution 
Intensity .283 .053 .239 5.351 .OOO .662 1.511 
PriceDeal .309 ,070 .207 4.435 .000 .607 1.647 
Based on theP value, store image @ = .3 lo), advertising spending @ = .047), 
distribution intensity (P = .239), and price deal (P = ,207) were positively related to brand 
association, but price (P = -.136) was negatively related to brand association. The 
equation for brand association and the marketing mix, Hid, was 
BrandAssociation = - .I36 *price + .310* store image + .047* advertising 
spending + .239*distribution intensity + .207*price deal. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal positively 
influenced brand association, and as these marketing mix variables increased, 
perceived quality increased. Price negatively influenced brand association. 
In summary, the relationships between CBBE and the marketing mix were 
significant (p  < .001) and reasonably high and consistent with the adjusted R~ (fiom .324 
to .538) for the predictor (the marketing mix) variables. Specifically, store image, 
distribution intensity, and price deal contributed to the hypotheses with important 
predicting ability at significant levels with customer-based brand equity. However, 
advertising spending was an inverse indicator to perceived quality, and was not a 
significant predicator. In addition, price was consistently inversely related to brand 
equity. However, price was significantly related only to total brand equity and brand 
association, but not significantly related to brand loyalty, brand awareness, and perceived 
quality. Therefore, these results partially supported, and tended toward accepting HI, 
HI, to  HI^. 
Research Hypothesis 2 
Table 4-46 shows the results of multiple regression analysis for the 
customer-based brand equity to the five marketing mix variables and hypermarket stores 
(Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and GBant) for Hz, H2a to HZd. The adjusted R~ of Hza 
to HZd were used to determine the significance of the variables for the marketing mix and 
the hypermarket stores to explain individual customer-based brand equity variables. 
Table 4-46 
Model Summary for Multiple Regression Analysis for CBBE and the Marketing Mix and 
Four Hypermarkets 
Hypotheses R2 Adjusted std. E. F sig. (p,, R' 
HZ (CBBE)a .536 .527 .67568 61.415 .ooo 
HZa (Brand Loyalty) .416 .405 .96582 37.929 .ooo 
HZb (Brand Awareness) .353 .341 .91079 29.100 .ooo 
HZc (Perceived Quality) .562 .554 .70559 68.397 .000 
HZd (Brand Association) .440 .429 .76846 41.774 .ooo 
a Customer-based brand equity 
For H2, 52.7% of variances in customer-based brand equity could be explained by 
the five marketing mix variables and the four hypermarket stores, where the adjusted R2 
value was .527, and was significant ( F  = 6 1 . 4 1 5 , ~  < .001). For Hypothesis 2 ,  the 
adjusted R2 value was .405 ( F =  3 7 . 9 2 9 , ~  < .001), or 40.5% of variances in brand loyalty 
was explained by the five marketing mix variables and four hypermarket stores. For H 
2b ( F =  2 9 . 1 0 0 , ~  < .001), the adjusted R2 value was .341, or 34% of the variances in 
brand awareness could be explained by the marketing mix variable and the hypermarket 
stores. For Hqc ( F  = 68.397, p < .001), the adjusted R2 value was .554, or 55% of the 
variances in perceived quality was explained by the marketing mix variables and the 
hypermarket stores. For HZd ( F  = 4 1 . 7 7 4 , ~  < .001) and the adjusted R2 value was .429, 
or 43% of the variances in brand association was predicted by the marketing mix and the 
hypermarket stores. 
Multiple regression analysis was used to test the relationship among the 
marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price 
deal), hypermarket stores (Carrefour, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and Gkant) and 
customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and 
brand association) as shown in the following four tables. Using Hypothesis 2 and 
sub-hypotheses Ha, to Had, five separate multiple regression analysis were applied to 
determine if there were significant relationships among the marketing mix, hypermarket 
stores and customer-based brand equity. 
For customer-based brand equity (CBBE), and the marketing mix and the 
hypermarket stores, the adjusted R~ was .527 (see Table 4-47). The relationships among 
these variables were significant and included price (t = -2.713, p = .007), store image (t = 
8.722,~ < .001), distribution intensity (t = 6.028,~ < .001), and price deal (t = 5.155,~ 
< .001), but advertising spending (t = .707,p = .480) was not significant. For the 
hypermarket stores, Carrefour as the reference group, RT-Mart (t = .432, p = .666), 
COSTCO (t = 1.420, p = .156), and Gtant (t = -.988, p = .324) were not significant. 
Table 4-47 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Customer-Based Brand Equity of H2 
Hypothesis B SE B t p Tolerance VIF 
HZ (Constant) 1.050 .328 3.199 .001 
Price -.I47 .054 -.lo4 -2.713 .007 ,736 1.359 
Storelmage .543 .062 .375 8.722 .000 .591 1.691 
Advertising 
Spending ,036 .052 .033 .707 .480 ,486 2.058 
Distribution 
Intensity 
RT-Mart .041 .094 .019 ,432 .OOO ,578 1.731 
COSTCO .I68 .I18 .074 1.420 .OOO ,401 2.491 
Gtant -.I26 .I27 -.039 .-.988 .003 .696 1.436 
Based on the P value, store image (P = .375), advertising spending (P = .033), 
distribution intensity (P = .247), and price deal (P =. 219) were positively related to 
CBBE, but he price variable (J = - .104) was negatively related to CBBE. Hypermarket 
store variables, RT-Mart (P = .019), COSTCO (P = .074) positively influenced CBBE 
when compared to the reference group Carrefour, but not significant. However, GCant 
(P = - .039) negatively influenced CBBE when compared the reference, Carrefour. 
CBBE and the marketing mix, and hypermarket stores equation, Hz, was 
Customer-Based Brand Equity = - .104*price + .3 75* store image + .033 * 
advertising spending + .247* distribution intensity 
+ .219*price deal + ,019" RT-Mart + .074* 
COSTCO - .039* G6ant 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, and at least two 
of three hypermarket stores positively influenced customer-based brand equity, and as 
these marketing mix and hypermarket stores variables increased, CBBE increased. 
Price negatively influenced customer-based brand equity equation. 
For the relationship between brand loyalty, the marketing mix and the 
hypermarket stores, the adjusted R~ was .405 (41%) as shown in Table 4-48. 
Table 4-48 
Multiple Regression CoefJicients of Brand Loyalty of Hr, 
Hypothesis B SE b t P Tolerance VIF 
H2a (Constant) -.415 .469 -.885 .377 
Price -.071 .077 -.040 -.922 ,357 .736 1.359 
Store Image .636 ,089 .344 7.146 .000 .591 1.691 
.086 ,074 .062 1.168 .244 Spending .486 2.058 
Distribution 
,335 .067 .229 4.992 .OOO .649 1.541 Intensity 
Price~kal . .355 .088 .I93 4.043 .000 .604 1.657 
RT-Mart .I33 .134 .048 .988 ,324 .578 1.731 
COSTCO .242 .I69 .084 1.434 ,152 .401 2.491 
Geant -.037 ,182 -.009 -.205 .838 .696 1.436 
For the marketing mix, store image ( t  = 7 . 1 4 6 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 
4 . 9 9 2 , ~  < .001), and price deal ( t  = 4 . 0 4 3 , ~  < .001) were significant, but price ( t  = -.922, 
p = .357) and advertising spending ( t  =1.168, p = .244) were not significant. For the 
hypermarket stores, RT-Mart (t  = -.988, p = .324), COSTCO ( t  = 1.434, p = .152), and 
Gtant (t  = -.025,p = 338)  were not significant when compared to the reference group, 
Carrefour, for brand loyalty. 
Based on theP value, store image (P = .344), advertising spending (P = .062), 
distribution intensity (P =. 229), and price deal (P = .193) were positively related to brand 
loyalty. Price (P = - .040) was negatively related to brand loyalty. Moreover, RT-Mart 
(P= .048), COSTCO (P= ,084) positively influenced brand loyalty compared to the 
reference group, Carrefour, but Gtant (P= - .009) was negatively related to brand loyalty. 
The equation for brand loyalty, Hz, was 
Brand Loyalty = -. 040*price + .344* store image + .062 * advertising spending 
+ .229* distribution intensity + .193 *price deal + .048* 
RT-Mart + .084 * COSTCO -. 009 * Gtant 
The strengths of store image, advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price deal 
positively influenced brand loyalty, or as these marketing mix and hypermarket stores 
variables increased, CBBE increased. Price negatively influenced brand loyalty. 
For the relationship between brand awareness, and the marketing mix and 
hypermarket stores, the adjusted R~ was .341 as shown in Table 4-49. For the marketing 
mix, store image (t  = 4 . 6 7 5 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 4.144, p < .001), and 
price deal ( t  = 4 . 3 1 6 , ~  < .001) were significant. Price (t  = - 1 . 8 3 5 , ~  = .067) and 
advertising spending ( t  = - .435, p = .664) were not significant. For hypermarket stores, 
Gtant ( t  = - 3 . 7 3 7 , ~  < .001) was significant to brand awareness, but RT-Mart ( t  = -1.447, 
p = .149), and COSTCO ( t  = -1.21 5, p = .225) were not significant. 
Table 4-49 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Brand Awareness of H26 
Hypothesis B SE P t P Tolerance VIF 
H2b (Constant) 2.364 .442 5.342 .OOO 
Price -.I34 .073 -.083 -1.835 .067 .736 1.359 
StoreImage .392 .084 .237 4.675 ,000 .591 1.691 
Advertising 
-.030 .070 -.024 -.435 .664 .486 2.058 Spending 
Distribution 
.262 .063 .200 4.144 .OOO .649 1.541 Intensity 
PriceDeal .357 ,083 .216 4.316 .000 .604 1.657 
RT-Mart -.I83 .I27 -.074 -1.447 .I49 ,578 1.731 
COSTCO -.I93 .I59 -.075 -1.215 .225 ,401 2.491 
Geant -.642 .I72 -.I74 -3.737 .OOO .696 1.436 
Based on the P value, store image (J = .237), distribution intensity (J = .200), and 
price deal (P = .216) were positively related to brand awareness. Price (P= - .083) and 
advertising spending (P = -.024) were negatively related to brand awareness. For 
hypermarket stores, RT-Mart (P = -.074), COSTCO (P = -.075), and Gtant (a = - .174) 
were negatively related to brand awareness when compared to reference group, Carrefour. , 
The result showed that Gtant was significantly influenced brand awareness when 
compared to Carrefour. The equation for brand awareness, HZb, was 
BrandAwareness = -.083 *price + .237* store image -.024* advertising spending 
+ .200* distribution intensity + .216*price deal - .074* 
RT-Mart -. 0 75 * COSTCO - .I 74 * Gtant 
The strengths of store image, distribution intensity, and price deal positively influenced 
brand awareness, but price, advertising spending, and hypermarket stores, such as 
RT-Mart, COSTCO, and Gtant negatively influenced brand awareness when compared 
with the reference group, Carrefour. As these marketing mix variables increased, brand 
awareness increased. However, price, advertising spending, RT-Mart, COSTCO, and 
GCant stores negatively influenced brand awareness. 
The relationship between perceived quality, the marketing mix and hypermarket 
stores, adjusted R~ was .554. For the marketing mix, price ( t  = -2.580, p = .010), store 
image ( t  = 1 1 . 0 5 7 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 5 . 2 5 1 , ~  < .001), and price deal ( t  
= 3.852, p < .001) were significant, but advertising spending ( t  = - .172, p = 2 6 4 )  was not 
significant to perceived quality as shown in Table 4-50. For the hypermarket stores, 
RT-Mart (t = 2 . 1 4 5 , ~  = .032), COSTCO ( t  = 4 . 2 1 7 , ~  < .001), and Gtant ( t  = 2 . 2 0 4 , ~  
= .028) were significant when compared to Carrefour to perceived quality. 
Table 4-50 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Perceived Quality of Hz, 
Hypothesis B SE B t P Tolerance VIF 
Hzc (Constant) .561 .343 1.636 .lo3 
Price -.I46 ,057 -.096 -2.580 .010 .736 1.359 
Store Image .719 .065 ,461 11.057 .000 ,591 1.691 
Advertising -.009 
.054 -.008 -.I72 .864 .486 2.058 Spending 
Distribution .258 
.049 .209 5.251 .OOO ,649 1.541 Intensity 
PriceDeal ,247 .064 .I59 3.852 .000 .604 1.657 
RT-Mart .210 .098 ,090 2.145 .032 .578 1.731 
COSTCO .520 ,123 .213 4.217 .OOO .401 2.491 
GCant ,293 ,133 .085 2.204 ,028 .696 1.436 
Based on the p value, store image (13 = .461), distribution intensity (13 = .209), and 
price deal (13 =. 159) were positively related to perceived quality. Price (13 = -. 096) and 
advertising spending (13 = -. 008) were negatively related to perceived quality. For the 
hypermarkets, RT-Mart (13 = .090), COSTCO (13 = .213) and GCant @ = .085) were 
positively related to perceived quality. The equation for perceived quality, H2c, was 
Perceived quality = -.096*price + .461* store image - .008* advertising 
spending + .209* distribution intensity + .159*price deal 
+. 090 * RT-Mart + ,213 * COSTCO + .085 * GCant 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, and RT-Mart, 
COSTCO, and GCant (the least predictor) positively influenced perceived quality, and as 
these marketing mix and hypermarket stores variables increased, perceived quality 
increased. However, price, and advertising spending negatively influenced perceived 
quality. 
For the relationships among brand association, the marketing mix and 
hypermarket stores, the adjusted R~ was .429 as shown in Table 4-51. For the marketing 
mix, price (t = -3.421, p = .001), store image (t = 6.196, p < .001), distribution intensity (t 
= 5.064, p < .001), and price deal (t = 4.452, p < .001) were significant predictors of 
brand association. Advertising spending (t = 1 . 0 4 3 , ~  = .298) was not significant. For 
the hypermarket stores, RT-Mart (t = -.212,p = .832), COSTCO (t = .539,p = .590), and 
GCant (t = - 1 . 3 5 5 , ~  = .176) were not significant hypermarket variables of brand 
association when compared to Carrefour. 
Table 4-5 1 
Multiple Regression CoefJicients of Brand Association of H2d 
Hypothesis B SE b t p Tolerance VIF 
H2d (Constant) 1.798 .373 4.816 .ooo 
Price -.211 ,062 -.I45 -3.421 .001 .736 1.359 
Store Image ,439 .071 .292 6.196 .000 .591 1.691 
Advertising 
.061 .059 .054 1.043 ,298 .486 2.058 Spending 
Distribution 
.270 .053 ,228 5.064 .OOO ,649 1.541 Intensity 
Price Deal .311 ,070 .208 4.452 ,000 .604 1.657 
RT-Mart -.023 .lo7 -.010 -.212 ,832 .578 1.731 
COSTCO .072 ,134 .031 .539 .590 .401 2.491 
GCant -.I97 .I45 -.059 -1.355 .I76 .696 1.436 
Based on theP value, store image @ = .292), advertising spending @ = .054), 
distribution intensity @ = .228), and price deal @ =.208) were positive predictors, but 
price @ = -.145) was negatively related. For the hypermarket stores, with Carrefour as 
the reference group ,COSTCO @ = .031) was positively related to brand association, but 
RT-Mart @ = - .010) and GCant @ = - .059) were non significantly and negatively related 
to brand association. The equation for brand association, H24 was 
Brand Association = - .I45 *price + .292 * store image + .054 * advertising 
spending + .228* distribution intensity + .208*price deal 
- .010 * RT-Mart + .03 1 * COSTCO - .059 * GCant 
Therefore, store image, distribution intensity, and price deal were significant predictors of 
the marketing mix variables of brand association. COSTCO was positively related, but 
RT-Mart and GCant were negatively related to brand association when compared to 
Carrefour. Therefore, as these marketing mix variables increased, brand association 
increased. However, price negatively influenced brand association and produced an 
inverse relationship. 
In summary, the relationships between CBBE, and the marketing mix and 
hypermarket stores were significant (p < .001) and the adjusted R2 ranged from .341 
to .554 for the predictor (the marketing mix and hypermarket stores) variables. 
Again, as in Hz, store image, distribution intensity, and price deal were significant 
factors with direct relationships of CBBE. Advertising was the least (weakest) 
predictor to CBBE with no significant relationships. As found in H2, price showed 
a significant and inverse relationship to CBBE. Hypermarkets were positively 
related to CBBE and its sub-constructs, other than brand awareness. Regardless of 
the hypermarket, customers' brand awareness was not influenced. However, 
hypermarkets had a significant relationship with customer-based brand equity and 
perceived quality. Therefore, these results were partially supported and tended 
toward acceptance of HZ, HZa to Hzd. 
Research Hypothesis 3 
Hypothesis 3 and sub Hypotheses H3, to H3d (five separate) multiple regression 
analyses were conducted to determine if there were significant relationships between the 
marketing mix and customer characteristics variables and customer-based brand equity. 
The adjusted R2 for the five hypotheses used the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics variables to predict and to explain customer-based brand equity. 
Table 4-52 displays the results of multiple regression analysis of customer-based 
brand equity and the marketing mix variables (price, store image, advertising spending, 
distribution intensity, price deal) and nine customers characteristic (gender, age, marital 
status, educational level, occupation level, income level, shopping frequency, spending 
amount, and purchase experience) (F = 44.642,~ < .001) for Hypothesis 3. The 
adjusted R' of variances in customer-based brand equity, or the 59% of variance was 
explained by the five marketing mix and nine customer characteristics variables. 
Table 4-52 
Summary for Multiple Regression Analysis for CBBE and the Marketing Mix and 
Customer Characteristics 
Hypotheses R2 Adjusted std. E, F sig. (P) R' 
H ~ ( c B B E ) ~  .598 .585 .63306 44.642 .ooo 
H3= (Brand Loyalty) .460 .442 .93541 25.545 .OOO 
H3b (Brand Awareness) .5 12 .496 .79646 3 1.536 .ooo 
H3c (Perceived Quality) .563 .549 .70964 38.720 .ooo 
H3d (Brand Association) .SO3 .487 .72879 30.371 .ooo 
" Customer-based brand equity 
For H3,  (F = 2 5 . 5 4 5 , ~  = 0.00), the adjusted R2 value was ,442 or 44% of the 
variances in brand loyalty could be explained by the five marketing mix variables and 
nine customer characteristics. For H3b (F  = 3 1 . 5 3 6 , ~  < .001) and the adjusted R~ value 
was .496, or 50% of the variances in brand awareness was predicted by the five 
marketing mix variable and nine customer characteristics variables. For Hjc ( F  = 38.720, 
p < .001), the adjusted R2 value was .549, and 55% of the variances in perceived quality 
was explained by the five marketing mix and nine customer characteristics variables. 
For H3d (F = 3 0 . 3 7 1 , ~  < .001), the adjusted R2 value was .487, with 49% of the variances 
in brand association predicted by the five marketing mix and the nine customer 
characteristics variables. 
The results of the relationships among the marketing mix (price, store image, 
advertising spending, distribution intensity, and price deal) and customers characteristics 
(gender, age, marital statue, educational level, occupation level, income level, shopping 
frequency, spending amount, and purchase experience), and customer-based brand equity 
as well as each customer-based brand equity variable (brand loyalty, brand awareness, 
perceived quality, and brand association) are discussed in the following section. 
The relationship between customer-based brand equity and the marketing mix and 
customer characteristics (H3) is shown in Table 4-53. For the marketing mix, price ( t  = 
-2 .688 ,~  = .007), store image (t = 9 . 3 8 4 ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 6 . 6 1 4 , ~  
< .001) &d price deal ( t  = 4 . 9 2 9 , ~  < .001) were significant, but advertising spending ( t  = 
-.980,p = .328) was not significant. For customer characteristics, shopping frequency 
(t = 2 . 1 2 6 , ~  = .034) and purchase experience (t = 7 .559 ,~  < .001) were significant. 
However, gender ( t  = 1 . 6 4 1 , ~  = .102), age ( t  = .832,p = .406), marital status (t = .447,p 
= .655), educational level ( t  = 1.146, p = .252), occupation level (t = .597, p = 55 I), 
income level (t  = -.510,p = 610), and spending amount ( t  = .959,p = .338) were not 
significant to the customer-based brand equity equation. 
Table 4-53 
Multiple Regression Coefficients of Customer-Based Brand Equity of H3 
Hypothesis B SE /3 t p Tolerance VIF 
H3 (Constant) .I16 .335 ,346 .729 
Price 
Store Image 
Advertising 
Spending 
Distribution 
Intensity 
Price Deal 
Gender 
Age 
Marital Status 
Educational 
Level 
Occupation 
Level ,014 ,023 ,022 .597 .551 .714 1.401 
Income Level -.015 .030 -.021 -.510 .610 .589 1.697 
Shopping 
.I14 .054 ,070 2.126 .034 .881 Frequency 1.135 
Spending 
Amount .025 .026 .034 ,959 ,338 .769 1.300 
Purchase 
Experience 312 .lo7 ,239 7.559 .OOO .957 1.045 
Based on the value, store image (P = .370), distribution intensity (P = .253), 
price deal @ =.198) the marketing mix variables were positively related to CBBE, but 
price (P = - .096) and advertising spending @ = - .034) were negatively related to CBBE. 
For the customer characteristics, gender @ = .053), age v = .035), marital status (P 
= .017), educational level (P = .041), occupation level @ = .022), shopping frequency (P 
= .070), spending amount (P = .034), and the purchase experience (a =.239) were 
positively related to CBBE. Income level @ = - .021) was negatively related to CBBE. 
The equation for CBBE, H3, was 
Customer-Based Brand Equity = - .096*price + .3 70* store image - .034 * 
advertising spending + .253 * distribution intensity 
+ .198*price deal + ,053 * gender + .035 * age 
+ .O17* marital status + .041* educational level 
+ ,022" occupation level - .021* income level 
+ .07* shoppingfrequency + .034* spending 
amount + .239*purchase experience 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, and purchase 
experience positively influenced customer characteristics, and as these marketing mix 
and customer characteristics variables increased, CBBE increased. However, price, 
advertising spending, and income level negatively influenced CBBE. 
The relationships among brand loyalty, the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics (H3,) are shown in Table 4-54. For the marketing mix, store image ( t  = 
6 . 8 9 6 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 5 .122 ,~  < .001), and price deal ( t  = 3 . 9 0 5 , ~  
< .001) of the marketing mix variables were significant. Price ( t  = - 1.137, p = .256) and 
advertising spending ( t  = - .122, p = .903) were not significant factors. 
Table 4-54 
Multiple Regression CoefJicients of Brand Loyalty of H3, 
Hypothesis B SE p t P Tolerance VIF 
H 3 a  (Constant) -1 .I44 .495 -2.312 ,021 
Price -.085 .075 -.047 -1.137 .256 .744 1.343 
StoreImage .582 .084 .315 6.896 .000 .616 1.623 
Advertising -.007 
Spending .056 -.005 -.I22 .903 .778 1.286 
Distribution 
,332 .065 .228 5.122 .OOO .65 1 1.535 Intensity 
PriceDeal .334 .086 .I81 3.905 ,000 ,596 1.678 
Gender .lo9 .094 ,044 1.159 ,247 .910 1.099 
Age .001 .049 .001 .019 .985 ,528 1.893 
~ & i t a l  
,055 .090 .027 ,609 .543 .635 Status 1.574 
Educational 
.087 ,038 .093 2.276 .023 .762 1.312 Level 
Occupation -.012 ,035 -.015 -.360 ,719 .714 1.401 
Level 
Income -.037 .044 -.039 -.841 ,401 .589 1.697 
Level 
Shopping .294 .079 .I42 3.715 .OOO 381 1.135 
Frequency 
Spending .065 .038 .070 1.711 ,088 .769 1.300 
Amount 
Purchase .581 .I59 .I34 3.664 .OOO ,957 1.045 
For customer characteristics, educational level ( t  = 2 . 2 7 6 , ~  = .023), shopping 
frequency ( t  = 3 . 7 1 5 , ~  < .001) and purchase experience ( t  = 3 . 6 6 4 , ~  < .001) were 
significant. However, gender (t  = 1 . 1 5 9 , ~  = .247), age ( t  = .019,p = .985), marital 
status ( t  = .609,p = .543), occupation level ( t  = -.360,p = .719), income level (t  = -. 841, 
p = .401), spending amount ( t  = 1 .711 ,~  = .088) were not significant. 
Based on the P value, store image (P = .3 15), distribution intensity (P = .228) and 
price deal (P =.I8 1 )  were the marketing mix variables positively related to brand loyalty, 
while price (P = - .047) and advertising spending (P = - .005) were negatively related to 
brand loyalty. For customer characteristics, gender (P =.044), age (P =.001), marital 
status @ =.027), educational level @ =.093), shopping frequency @ =. 142), spending 
amount @ =.070), and purchase experience @ =.134) were positively related to brand 
loyalty. However, occupation level @ = -.015) and income level @ = -.039) negatively 
related. The equation for brand loyalty, H3a, was 
Brand Loyalty = - .047*price + .315* store image - .005* advertising spending 
+ .228* distribution intensity + .I81 *price deal + .044* gender 
+ .001* age + .027* marital status + .093* educational level 
- .015* occupation level - .039* income level + ,242 * shopping 
frequency + .070* spending amount + .134*purchase experience. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, 
educational level, shopping frequency, and purchase experience positively influenced 
brand loyalty, and as these marketing mix and customer characteristics variables 
increased, brand loyalty increased inversely. 
The relationships among brand awareness and the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics are shown in Table 4-55. For the marketing mix, price (t = - 2 . 1 2 3 , ~  
= .034), store image ( t  = 4 . 9 9 5 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 5 . 4 5 4 , ~  < .001), and 
price deal ( t  = 4 . 1 2 0 , ~  < .001) were significant, but advertising spending ( t  = -.749, p 
= .454) was not significant. For customer characteristics, purchase experience ( t  = 
12.138,~ < .001) was significant. However, gender (t  = .727,p = .468), age ( t  = - .236, 
p = .814), marital status (t = .413,p = .680), educational level ( t  = .302,p = .762), 
occupation level (t  = 1.014, p = .3 1 I ) ,  income level ( t  = - .356, p = .722), shopping 
frequency (t  = 12.138, p < .001), and spending amount (t = -.046, p = .646) were not 
significant. 
Table 4-55 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Brand Awareness of Hj6 
Hypothesis B SE P t P Tolerance VIF 
H3b (Constant) ,595 ,421 1.413 .I58 
Price -.I35 .064 -.084 -2.123 ,034 .744 1.343 
Store Image .359 .072 .217 4.995 .OOO .616 1.623 
Advertising 
-.036 .048 -.029 -.749 .454 .778 1.286 Spending 
Distribution 
.301 ,055 ,230 5.454 .OOO .651 1.535 Intensity 
Price ~ k a l  .300 ,073 ,182 4.120 .OOO .596 1.678 
Gender .058 .080 .026 .727 .468 .910 1.099 
Age -.010 .042 -.011 -.236 .814 ,528 1.893 
Marital Status .032 .077 ,018 .413 .680 .635 1.574 
Educational Level .010 .032 .012 .302 .762 .762 1.312 
Occupation Level ,030 .030 .041 1.014 .311 .714 1.401 
Income Level -.013 .037 -.016 -.356 .722 .589 1.697 
Shopping 
Frequency 
Purchase 1.640 ,135 .423 12.138 .OOO ,957 1.045 Experience 
Based on theb value, store image (P = .217), distribution intensity (J = .230), and 
price deal (P = .182) were positively related to brand awareness. However, the P values 
of price @ = - .084) and advertising spending (P = - .029) were negatively related 
to brand awareness. For the customer characteristics, P value of gender (P = .026), 
marital status (a = .018), educational level @ = .012), occupational level (P = .041), 
shopping frequency (P = .058), and purchase experience (P = .423) were positively 
related to brand awareness. The /? for age value the (P = - .O1 I), income level (P = 
- .016), and spending amount (P = - .018) negatively related to brand awareness. The 
equation for brand awareness, H3b, Was 
Brand Awareness = - .084 *price + .217* store image - .029 * advertising 
spending + .230* distribution intensity + .182*price deal 
+ .026* gender - ,011 * age + .018* marital status + .012* 
educational level + .041* occupation level - .016* income level 
+ .OM* shoppingfrequency -.018* spending amount + .423* 
purchase experience. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, shopping 
frequency, and purchase experience positively influenced customer characteristics, and as 
these marketing mix and customer characteristics variables increased, brand awareness 
increased. When price and advertising spending decreased, brand awareness increased. 
The relationships among perceived quality, the marketing mix and customer 
characteristic are shown in Table 4-56. For the marketing mix, store image ( t  = 12.001, 
p = .000), advertising spending (t  = - 3.98 1 ,  p < .001), distribution intensity (t  = 5.157, p 
< .001), and price deal ( t  = 3 . 5 5 9 , ~  < .001) were significant, while price ( t  = - 1 . 9 0 , ~  
= .058) was not significant. Of the customer characteristics, purchase experience ( t  = 
3.693, p < .001) was significant. The remaining of eight variables, gender, ( t  = .164,p 
= .869), age ( t  = .658, p = .511), marital status ( t  = .252, p = .801), educational level ( t  
= .505,p = .614), occupation level ( t  = .571,p = .568), income level (t  = - .473,p = .636), 
shopping frequency (t  = .640, p = .523), and spending amount (t  = 1.341, p = .180), were 
not significant. 
Table 4-56 
Multiple Regression Coeflcients of Perceived Quality of H3, 
Hypothesis B SE B t P Tolerance VIF 
Hqp (Constant) ,308 .375 220 .413 
-- 
Price 
Store Image 
Advertising 
Spending 
Distribution 
Intensity 
Price Deal 
Gender 
Age 
Marital 
Status 
Educational 
.015 ,029 ,019 .505 .614 .762 1.312 Level 
Occupation 
.015 ,026 .022 .571 ,568 .714 1.401 Level 
Income 
-.016 .033 -.020 -.473 ,636 .589 1.697 Level 
Shopping .038 .060 ,022 .640 .523 381 1.135 Frequency 
Spending 
.039 .029 ,049 1.341 .I80 .769 1.300 Amount 
Purchase 
.444 .I20 .I22 3.693 ,000 .957 Experience 1.045 
Based on thep value, store image (13 = .493), distribution intensity (13 = .206), 
price deal (13 =.149) were positively related to perceived quality. Price (~3 =- .071) and 
advertising spending (13 = - .146) were negatively related to perceived quality. Of the 
customer characteristics, thep values of gender (13 = .006), age (13 = .029), marital status 
(13 = .010), educational level (13 = .019), occupation level (13 = .022), shopping frequency 
(13 = .022), spending amount (13 = .049), and purchase experience (13 = .122) positively 
related to perceived quality. However, income level (13 = - .020) was negatively related 
to perceived quality. The equation for perceived quality, H3c, was 
Perceived Quality = - .071 *price + .493 * store image - .146* advertising 
spending + .206* distribution intensity + .149*price deal 
+ .006* gender + .029* age + .010* marital status + .019* 
educational level + ,022 * occupation level - .020* income level 
+ .022 * shopping frequency + .049 * spending amount + .I22 * 
purchase experience. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, and purchase 
experience positively influenced customer characteristics. As these marketing mix and 
customer characteristic variables increased, perceived quality increased. However, 
when price and income level decreased, perceived quality increased. 
The relationships among brand association, the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics are shown in Table 4-57. For the marketing mix, price (t  = - 3 . 3 0 3 , ~  
= .001), store image ( t  = 6 . 7 6 4 , ~  < .001), distribution intensity ( t  = 5 . 4 6 7 , ~  < .001), and 
price deal ( t  = 4 . 1 3 4 , ~  < .001) were significant. Advertising spending ( t  = .503, p 
= .615) was not significant. Of the customer characteristics, gender ( t  = 2 . 4 8 5 , ~  = .013) 
and purchase experience ( t  = 6 . 4 7 1 , ~  < .001) significantly influenced brand association. 
However, age (t  = 1 . 7 8 9 , ~  = .074), marital status ( t  = .151,p = .880), educational level ( t  
= .199,p = .843), occupation level ( t  = .936,p = .350), income level ( t  = .017,p = .986), 
shopping frequency (t  = .462, p = .644), and spending amount (t  = .183, p = 355)  were 
not significant to brand association. 
Table 4-57 
Multiple Regression Coeficients of Brand Association of HJd 
Hypothesis B SE P t P Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) .701 .385 1.819 .070 
H 3 d  Price -.I92 .058 -.I32 -3.303 .001 .744 1.343 
Store Imaae .445 ,066 .296 6.764 .000 .616 1.623 
- 
Advertising 
.022 .044 .020 .503 .615 .778 Spending 1.286 
Distribution ,276 
.051 .233 5.467 .OOO .651 1.535 Intensity 
PriceDeal ,275 .067 ,184 4.134 ,000 .596 1.678 
Gender ,182 .073 .090 2.485 .013 .910 1.099 
Age ,068 .038 .085 1.789 .074 .528 1.893 
Marital 
,011 .070 .006 ,151 280 ,635 1.574 Status 
Educational 
.006 ,030 .008 .I99 343 .762 1.312 Level 
Occupation 
.025 ,027 .038 .936 .350 .714 1.401 Level 
Income 
,001 .034 ,001 ,017 ,986 .589 1.697 Level 
Shopping 
.028 .062 .017 ,462 ,644 381 1.135 Frequency 
Spending .005 ,029 .007 .I83 .855 .769 Amount 1.300 
Purchase 
Experience 300 ,124 .227 6.471 .OOO .957 1.045 
Based on the f3 value, store image (P = ,296). advertising spending (P = .020), 
distribution intensity (P = .233), and price deal (P =.184) were positively related to brand 
association, but price (P = -. 132) was negatively related to brand association. Of the 
customer characteristics, gender (P = .090), age @I = .085), marital status @I = .006), 
educational level @ = .008), occupation level (P = .038), income level (P = .001), 
shopping frequency (P = .017), spending amount (P = .007), and purchase experience (P 
= .227) were positively related to brand association. The equation for brand association, 
Brand Association = - ,132 *price + .296* store image + .020 * advertising 
spending + .233* distribution intensity + .184*price deal 
+ .090* gender + .085* age + .006* marital status + .008* 
educational level + .038 * occupation level + .001* income 
level + .Ul7* shoppingfrequency + .007* spending amount 
+ .22 7*purchase experience. 
Therefore, the strengths of store image, distribution intensity, price deal, gender, age, and 
purchase experience positively influenced brand association, and as these 
marketing mix and customer characteristic variables increased, brand association 
increased. However, when the price increased, brand association decreased. 
The relationships among CBBE, and the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics were significant @ < .001) and reasonably high and consistent (adjusted R~ 
from .442 to .585) for the predictor (the marketing mix and customer characteristics) 
variables. For the marketing mix (predictor) variables, Hypotheses 3 results continued 
to be consistent with the prior hypotheses (HI and H2). Store image, distribution 
intensity, and price deal were important (significant) predictors of CBBE. Advertising 
spending, generally, had an inverse relationship to CBBE. Price remains inversely 
related to CBBE, and lowering prices increased brand equity. 
Customer characteristics resulting from the relationships between customer 
characteristics and CBBE indicated, or explained little for CBBE. Two characteristics, 
purchase experience and spending amount, showed some level of understanding. For 
example, spending amount was positively related to brand loyalty, for example (highly) 
loyal shoppers spend more money, but the spending - loyalty relationship was not 
significant 0) = ,088). Therefore, these results only partially and weakly supported the 
proposed relationships and tended to not accept H3, H3, to H3d. 
Summary of Findings 
There were two instruments used in this study; a Marketing Mix Scale and 
Customer-Based Brand Equity Scale. After applying exploratory factor analysis, one 
item (distribution intensity) was regrouped to advertising spending. In customer-based 
brand equity, some items of brand awareness and brand association were regrouped to 
different constructs to establish higher validity. These changes also produced higher 
reliability as measured by Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach's alpha value for the 
marketing mix and customer-based brand equity exceeded the minimum 0.7 (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994). Therefore, the factor analysis increased the validity and reliability of 
the scales, that were demonstrated to be acceptable for this study. 
From the descriptive analysis, the percentage of female and male shoppers was 
similar with an age range fiom 18 to 75. More than 50% of the respondents were 
married and almost 40% of the shoppers graduated fiom high school or college. The 
occupation levels of these majority of hypermarket customers were clerical, sales workers, 
or technicians. Moreover, customers with income level of NT 20,001 o NT 50,000 (two 
income groups) were the majority. In addition, customers usually spent between NT 
501 to NT 2,500, but shopped less than once a week at the hypermarket. 
From the ANOVA results, females had a higher sense of pricing but males better 
perceived brand association and brand equity. Males and females, generally, had 
similar perception of the marketing mix and brand equity. In addition, brand equity was 
influenced by advertising, price deals, and the total marketing mix except for brand 
loyalty. The marketing mix and brand equity did not show significant differences 
regardless of marital status. Age groups showed slight, but not significant, differences 
for price, store image, and advertising spending. Brand equity differed significantly for 
different age groups, especially the age 3 1 to 75 group. Educational level only affected 
customers' perceptions of brand awareness and customers with certain education 
backgrounds, and showed no differences in pricing and brand equity. 
Store image and advertising spending were two variables affected by the 
customers' occupation, especially the administrative (group 3) and the machine operators 
(group 6) for perceiving advertising. Moreover, occupation level had more significant 
differences in brand equity variables than other characteristics. There were no 
significant differences for the marketing mix variables and brand equity variables except 
for store image. Customers with certain income levels cared more about the image of 
the store in which they shopped. Store image and distribution intensity were 
significantly different from shopping frequency. For example, the more often customers 
shopped at COSTCO, the more different the store image and distribution intensity 
perception they had from shopping at other hypermarkets. Shopping frequency resulted 
in significant differences for brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and total 
brand equity Finally, spending did not have any significant difference for the marketing 
mix and brand equity as customers had a fixed amount of what they were going to spend 
for each visit regardless of which stores provided marketing activities, such as 
promotions. 
For this study, three hypotheses and four sub-hypotheses for each hypothesis were 
tested using multiple regression. Hypothesis 1 results (the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity) found that many marketing mix variables were significant 
predictors of customer-based brand equity variables (brand loyalty, brand awareness, 
perceived quality, and brand association). Store image, distribution intensity, and price 
deal were consistently significant variables. Price had a negative (inverse relationship) 
and significant effect on the customer-based brand equity and brand association. 
However, price did not affect customers' brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand 
awareness. Advertising spending had a negative influence on customers perceiving 
product quality, and based upon the result of Hypothesis 1, advertising was ineffective in 
increasing product quality perception. The results found that price was an essential 
factor by negatively influencing customer-based brand equity and its constructs (brand 
loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association) As price decreased, 
brand equity consistently increased. 
The results from Hypothesis 2 (the marketing mix, these four hypermarket stores, 
and customer-based brand equity) revealed that store image, distribution intensity, and 
price deal were the three important marketing mix predictors of customer-based brand 
equity and its four sub-constructs. Price, again, was inversely related to customer-based 
brand equity and its four constructs, but price was not significant to brand loyalty and 
brand awareness. Moreover, hypermarket stores had significant effects to 
customer-based brand equity and perceived quality. Hence, customers of the four 
hypermarkets were not generally brand loyal. 
Finally, the results in Hypothesis 3 (the marketing mix and customer 
characteristics, and customer-based brand equity) indicated that store image, distribution 
intensity, and price deal had a significant affect on the customer-based brand equity and 
its sub-constructs. However, price had a significant, inverse affect on customer-based 
brand equity, brand awareness, and brand association. Moreover, the results showed 
that advertising spending had a negative, but significant affect on perceived quality. 
Of the customer characteristic variables, purchase experience had the greatest 
significance on all customer-based brand equity components. Besides purchase 
experience, only a few customer characteristic variables showed significant results on 
customer-based brand equity. For instance, shopping frequency was significant for 
customer-based brand equity and brand loyalty, but not for the other three sub-constructs. 
While educational level had a significant affect on brand loyalty, gender was only 
significant for brand association. Other characteristics, such as age, marital status, 
occupation level, income level, and spending amount, had little influence on 
customer-based brand equity. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
This studies results were reported in Chapter IV here they will be discussed and 
conclusions drawn. From the regression results we see that price and advertising 
spending did not have significant relationships to customer-based brand equity such as 
brand loyalty and brand awareness. Price, generally, did not influence customers' 
purchasing decisions or brand loyalty. However, price had a negative (inverse) effect on 
brand association and customer-based brand equity. Customers tended to have certain 
perceptions of a brand without being affected by price or advertising. 
There were significant relationships among the variables of hypermarket, the 
marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. Depending on the different 
hypermarkets, the marketing mix affected customer perceptions aimed at customer-based 
brand equity in different ways. Customers did not always shop at the same hypermarket 
(lacked brand loyalty), but they did perceive offerings such as quality differently among 
hypermarkets. 
The regression results indicated that store image, distribution intensity, and price 
deal were the major elements of the marketing mix affecting customer-based brand equity. 
Besides these three elements, price affected customer-based brand equity, but in an 
inverse (negative) relationship: a decreasing price increased customer-based brand equity. 
Advertising spending did not factor that affected customer-based brand equity. In 
addition, having prior purchase experience positively affected customers' perceptions of 
the customer-based brand equity. However, shopping frequency only partially 
influenced customer-based brand equity and brand loyalty. Education tended to effect 
brand loyalty only, as did gender for brand association. Besides these, the other 
customer characteristics had little affect on customer-based brand equity. 
Interpretations 
Customers, the Marketing Mix, and Customer-Based Brand Equity Characteristics 
Male and female customers were equally represented (50.3% male and 49.7% 
female). The majority of these customers were between 27 to 48 and were married. 
Generally, they were well educated with the majority being hgh school or college 
graduates. Clerical worker, salesman, and technician were the most frequently reported 
occupation. The majority of shoppers were middle income (NT 20,001 to NT 50,000) 
earners. Therefore, customers had less spending ability when compared to the higher 
income level groups. 
Comparing retail prices to those of other types of stores, (such as department or 
convenience stores), hypermarkets tended to have a lower, more competitive price range 
(Dodds et al., 1991). As stated above, hypermarket customers fell into a specific 
bracket in terms of spending power. This study showed middle income shoppers to be 
"price sensitive". For example, NT 501 to 1,500 was the average amount for each 
shopping trip, which was generally less than once a week (see Table 4-3). However, the 
relationship between spending amount and shopping frequency could be influenced by 
the use of price deals (see Table 4-6). In addition, 90% of customers had been to 
hypermarkets before (see Table 4-2). This indicated that low price and/or price deals 
may be incentives for hypermarket shopping, regardless of the ability to purchase 
(income level). Customers tended not to be particularly influenced by hypermarket 
advertising spending. This result partially concurred with a study by Villarejo-Ramos 
and Sanchez-Franco (2005). Nevertheless, customers had a stronger perception of store 
image than of other marketing mix measures of COSTCO among four markets. For 
example, COSTCO tended to offer products of quality that led a better store image. On 
the other hand, Carrefour's strategy was distribution intensity, product assortment, and 
price deals, such as shopping or promotional coupons, to build its brand. 
Regarding customer-based brand equity, customers were not very loyal to the 
hypermarket at which they shopped. Thus, customers had neutral (neither strong nor 
weak) brand loyalty. This was inconsistent with the study by Yoo et al., (2000). 
However, customers were able to recognize or recall hypermarket brands. This was 
consistent (supportive) with prior research by Pappu and Quester (2006). Brand equity 
(Aaker, 1991) and customer-based brand equity (Keller, 1993) are the results of brand 
loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association. While brand loyalty 
was not generally supported, the belief that customers' perceptions of quality (COSTCO) 
and brand association (Carrefour and COSTCO) affected brand equity, had some support. 
Furthermore, Carrefour and COSTCO have rather high market shares of 36% and 25%, 
respectively. The relative strength of these stores in three of the four branding 
components explains their higher market share. 
The Marketing Mix, Hypermarket Stores, and Customer-Based Brand Equity 
The relationships of customers' perceptions (in terms of the marketing mix) with 
customer-based brand equity for specific hypermarkets were significant. Customers 
perceived each element of the marketing mix (price, store image, advertising spending, 
distribution intensity, and price deals) differently, a finding that supports the study by Yoo 
et al. (2000). For example, COSTCO's prices were perceived as being significantly 
higher than RT-Mart. COSTCO's store image was better than those of its three 
competitors, as supported by its offering of well-known brands. Furthermore, Carrefour 
shoppers were very much aware of their shopping frequency and the store's spending on 
advertising. On the other hand, customers believed that COSTCO spent the least on 
advertising, compared to the other three hypermarkets. For example, GCant, the least 
favored hypermarket, was perceived as having a higher advertising spend than COSTCO. 
Customers shopped at GCant less frequently than customers shopped at Carrefour 
and RT-Mart. GCant offered low distribution intensity, but with convenient locations 
and unique offers such as, low prices or high values for shoppers to be more willing to 
travel a greater distance (Yoo et al., 2000). Although customers noticed the price deals 
offerings (short-term price reductions) from the four hypermarkets, no individual 
hypermarket provided price deals of sufficient distinction to customers to alter their 
behavior. Customers perceived differences between Carrefour (highest market share) 
. and Gtant (lowest market share), but did not perceive significant differences between 
RT-Mart and COSTCO in terms of the total marketing mix. 
Gtant clearly had the least customer-based brand equity. While Carrefour and 
COSTCO had marginally better brand loyalty than GCant, differences between Carrefour, 
RT-Mart, and COSTCO were not obvious. Geant prompted the least brand awareness 
and fewest brand associations of the four hypermarkets. In addition, COSTCO 
prompted the highest perception of product quality; even better than that of Carrefour. 
As a result, Carrefour, COSTCO, RT-Mart and GCant ranged, in that order, from the 
highest to the lowest, in terms of customers' total brand equity. Generally, while 
Carrefour and COSTCO had very similar total customer-based brand equity, and were 
followed closely by RT-Mart, Gtant was fourth (last) for CBBE among these 
hypermarkets. 
The Marketing Mix, Customer Characteristics, and Customer-Based Brand Equity 
The relationship between the marketing mix and customer characteristics impacts 
customer-based brand equity. Males and females were both influenced by price, but had 
different perceptions of price. Females had a significantly higher mean for price 
perception than did males (see Table 4-19); in other words, females were more price 
sensitive than males. Males had a slightly stronger response to other elements of the 
marketing mix and customer-based brand equity. Females normally plan the family 
budget in Taiwan, therefore they pay more attention to price. 
Customers' marital status did not influence their response to the marketing mix. 
Similarly customers with different educational levels did not show any different 
perceptions to the marketing mix either. Price, store image and advertising perceptions 
were differently between different age groups. Customers with certain occupations 
cared more about store image and advertising spend. For example, customers Who were 
"blue collar" workers (skilled manual, machine operators, or unskilled employees) had 
higher perceptions to advertising. They deliberately paid more attention to advertising 
to find out what the hypermarkets were offering, looking for such things as special sales, 
which would allow them to better afford items at that hypermarket. This finding 
partially supported the study by Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez- Franco (2005). 
Different income groups had quite different perceptions of stores' images. These 
results partially concurred with those of Koo (2003). Higher income groups had more 
disposable income, and this allowed them to make less frequent visits (because they can 
afford pay larger sums for a big shop), or went to more alternative stores to shop. 
Lower income hypermarket customers have less disposable income and shopped more 
frequently visits. Frequency of customer shopping affected the perception of store 
image and distribution intensity. However, the results showed that customers were not 
likely to change their spending amounts due to the marketing mix. This implied that 
customers knew how much they had to spend, especially female shoppers, each time they 
shopped. 
More than 90% of customers in this study had prior shopping experience at the 
hypermarkets, and this improved their response to tore image, advertising spending, 
distribution intensity, and price deals. However, the remaining 10% of customers' had 
pre-existing perceptions of high prices without having previous shopping experiences. 
In other words, customers who did not have purchase experience tended to have a 
perceptions of higher price levels (Table 4-21). 
Marital status did not influence customers' perceptions of customer-based brand 
equity. This finding was inconsistent with the study by Pappu and Quester (2006). 
However, customers degree of loyalty, perception of a product quality, and association 
with brands did depend on age. For example, older customers who had more shopping 
experience than younger customers, responded more to quality and had more brand 
association than younger customers. In this study, the educational level of customers 
only appeared to influence brand awareness, while certain occupations were associated 
with differences in perception of quality and brand association. Therefore, customers' 
occupation influenced product quality and the linkage between their memory and brand 
(association). 
Different income levels did not appear to influence customer-based brand equity. 
However, customers tended to have higher loyalty, brand awareness, and perception to 
quality when they shopped with more frequency, which did vary according to income 
level. Aaker (1991) stated that customers had stronger brand association when they had 
more experiences with a certain brand. As found in this study, the customers' shopping 
frequency had an impact (relationship) on higher loyalty, greater brand awareness, and 
perception of quality. However, the results did not support the findings of the study by 
Aaker (1991), because this study did not find a significant relationship between shopping 
frequency and brand association. 
Table 5-1 shows the study's original hypotheses and the results. Research 
Objective (Question) 1 tested the relationships between the marketing mix and 
customer-based brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and 
brand association). In addition, store image, distribution intensity, and price deals were 
the three variables that affected customer-based brand equity the most. They also tested 
significantly in the relationship between the marketing mix and customer-based brand 
equity. Therefore, the results were partially supported and tended to support Hypotheses 
1. Three marketing mix constructs significantly influence customer-based brand equity 
and provided the answer to Research Question 1. 
Table 5-1 
Research Objectives, Hypotheses, and Results 
Research Objective Hypotheses Results 
1. The relationships HI: The relationship between the marketing Results partially 
between the marketing mix and customer-based brand equity supported, and 
mix and HI,: The relationship between the marketing tended to accept 
customer-based brand mix and brand loyalty 
equity Hlb: The relationship between the marketing 
mix and brand awareness 
HI,: The relationship between the marketing 
mix and perceived quality 
Hid: The relationship between the marketing 
mix and brand association 
2. The relationships H2: The relationship among the marketing Results partially 
among the marketing mix, these four hypermarkets and supported, and 
mix, these four customer-based brand equity tended to accept 
hypermarkets, and Hz,: The relationship among the marketing 
customer-based brand mix, these four hypermarkets and 
equity brand loyalty 
H2b: The relationship among the marketing 
mix, these four hypermarkets and 
brand awareness 
Hz,: The relationship among the marketing 
mix, these four hypermarkets and 
perceived quality 
HZd: The relationship among the marketing 
mix, these four hypermarkets and 
brand association 
3. The relationships H,: The relationship among the marketing Partially or weakly 
among the marketing mix , customer characteristics, and supported, and 
mix, customer customer-based brand equity tended to not accept 
characteristics, and H3,: The relationship among the marketing 
customer-based brand mix , customer characteristics, and 
equity brand loyalty 
H3b: The relationship among the marketing 
mix , customer characteristics, and 
brand awareness 
H3c: The relationship among the marketing 
mix, customer characteristics, and 
perceived quality 
H3d: The relationship among the marketing 
mix , customer characteristics, and 
brand association 
Research Objective (Question) 2 tested the possible relationships among the 
marketing mix, these four hypermarkets, and customer-based brand equity. Store image, 
distribution intensity, and price deals were the most important elements affecting 
customer-based brand equity. In addition, hypermarket stores appeared to be 
significantly affected by all elements of customer-based brand equity, but not by brand 
awareness and brand association. Therefore, the results only partially supported the 
hypothesis. Three marketing mix elements, these four hypermarkets significantly 
influenced customer-based brand equity, which provided the answer to Research 
Question 2. 
Research Objective (Question) 3 tested the relationships among the marketing mix, 
customer characteristics, and customer-based brand equity. Store image, 
distribution intensity, price deal and purchased experience were important elements for 
brand equity. Only educational level affected brand loyalty, and gender affected brand 
association. Other customer characteristics were not significant determinants of 
customer-based brand equity. Therefore, the hypothesis were only partially or weakly 
supported, and tended to not be accepted. Besides the three marketing mix elements 
(store image, distribution intensity, price deals), only one (purchase experience) construct 
of the nine customer characteristics had an influence on customer-based brand equity. 
This was the answer to Research Question 3. 
Practical Implications 
The retailing is highly competitive in Taiwan. Retaining customers and also 
gaining market share are essential strategic issues for hypermarket executives and 
management decision-makers. Results from this study identify critical areas to address 
and suggest directions to be taken by these decision-makers to compete effectively: 
1. Facing high competition in retailing, better perceptions of customer-based 
brand equity is an essential indicator for hypermarket. Improving the 
strengths of the marketing mix should increase customer-based brand equity. 
Because price was inversely related to customer-based brand equity, 
managers should not only focus on the price element, but also put more 
emphasis on improving the store's image, widening the selection of goods, 
and offering price deals (Dodds, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991; Yoo et al., 2000; 
Datta, 2003; Pappu & Quester, 2006). 
2. Understanding customers' needs should improve hypermarkets performance 
providing a better store image and shopping environment. As a result, 
managers should pay attention to the customer's patronage to realize what 
caused them to shop at this market by analyzing the numbers of repeating 
customers. In addition, to increase customers' brand loyalty by providing 
positive toward attitude to the hypermarket. Moreover, considering the 
results from the marketing mix performance as an indicator to adjust its 
existing marketing mix strategy (Yoo et al., 2000; Koo, 2003). 
3. More effective advertising might increase store image, improve perceived 
quality, brand loyalty, and hence increase customer-based brand equity in 
some hypermarkets. (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Koo, 2003; 
Villarejo-Rarnos & Sanchez-Franco, 2005). 
4. Effective advertising campaign may communicate an increased offering of 
price deals (short-term price discounts), thereby increasing customer-based 
brand equity (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Villarejo-Ramos & Sanchez-Franco, 
2005). 
5 .  To obtain greater market share and attract new customers, while maintaining 
a perception of high quality, hypermarkets may wish to consider focusing on 
price and advertising strategies to increase customer-based brand equity 
(Aaker, 1991, Dodd, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991; Yoo et al., 2000). 
Conclusions 
Based on the research results, research design, and the hypothesized model, our 
findings regarding the relationships among the marketing mix, hypermarket stores, 
customer characteristics, and customer-based brand equity were presented. The 
marketing mix constructs had varying degrees of significant relationships to 
customer-based brand equity. Store image, distribution intensity, and price deals were 
the three most important elements related to customer-based brand equity. In addition, 
price was often an important construct affecting customer-based brand equity in an 
inverse direction. Advertising spending was the least important element to affect 
customer-based brand equity. The results identified advertising spending for individual 
hypermarkets as not affecting customers' perceptions. 
The marketing mix and the four hypermarkets had significant relationships with 
regard to customer-based brand equity. Results showed that store image, distribution 
intensity, and price deals were important predictors. However, price had an important, 
but inverse effect on perception of quality and brand association. Depending upon the 
particular hypermarket tested, the individual markets were significantly related to 
customer-based brand equity but not to brand awareness and brand association. The 
marketing mix and the nine customer characteristics tended to have positive significant 
relations to customer-based brand equity. Results indicated that store image, 
distribution intensity, and price deals remained the most important elements. In addition, 
price was inversely significant in terms of brand association and customer-based brand 
equity. Advertising spending only affected perceived quality. Moreover, purchase 
experience was the only one of nine customer characteristics to influence customer-based 
brand equity. 
Based on the practical implication, the conclusions might benefit the four 
hypermarkets. Carrefour should do more effective advertising spending to improve the 
store image. RT-Mart should offer more price deals to customers to increase 
customer-based brand equity. COSTCO had the best store image and perceived quality 
among these four hypermarkets. COSTCO should maintain this advantages and adapt 
other marketing mix strategies to gain more market shares. G6ant should use strategic 
pricing and price deals to increase its competitiveness. 
Limitations 
Every study has a certain degree of limitations due to ecological or financial 
restrictions. In this study, limitations were as follows: 
1. This was a non-experimental study, which had weaker internal validity as 
compared to an experimental design. 
2. The sampling (customer respondents) only focused on four hypermarkets in 
Kaohsiung city. Moreover, respondent customers may not represent all 
customers due to the particular survey period. Therefore, generalizing to 
other populations is limited. 
3. The final data-producing sample was self-selected and limited to customers 
who agreed to participate in the survey. Therefore, the results are limited by 
this selection bias. 
4. The setting where the sample was selected accessed customers that only 
shopped at the four hypermarkets in Kaohsiung city, which limited ecological 
validity and the ability to apply the results to other cities or other industries. 
5. Due to choosing national hypermarkets and excluding local-based 
hypermarkets, the results may differ from having a sample of all hypermarket 
customers. 
Recommendations for Future Study 
While this study advances the knowledge of brand equity and customer-based 
brand equity, it also provided additional opportunities for further research. Researchers 
may explore and explain more extensive and additional relationships among the 
marketing mix and other influences on brand equity. 
1. This study was based on hypermarket customers' perceptions. However, the 
results may differ from other types of retail store formats, such as department 
or convenience stores. Thus, using different store formats may produce 
different results. 
2. Having more or different marketing mix variables might lead to different 
findings for customer-based brand equity. 
3. Testing only brand loyalty with the marketing mix, and sociology constructs 
such as reference groups, and social networking, opinion leadership, and 
psychological constructs such as motivation, needs, values and involvement 
level, might better explain the relationship to customer-based brand equity. 
4. Comparing hypermarkets by distinguishing membership (COSTCO) and 
non-membership (Carrefour) hypermarkets is recommended for h r e  study. 
5. A cross-country comparison, such as Taiwan and U.S. hypermarkets, could 
identify unique and common relationships and influences on customer-based 
brand equity. 
6. The use of different methods of data analysis, such as Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM), would provide further construct validity. 
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Appendix A 
Suwey Instrument (English Version) 
Part 1: Customer Characteristics for (hypermarket) 
INSTRUCTION: Please check one response for each question that best describes you. 
Gender: Male Female 
Age in years: 
Marital Status: 
Married Single Divorced Widowed 
Educational Level 
1 .Postgraduate (MA, MS, ME, MD, PhD, LLD) 
2.Four-year college graduate (BA, BS, BM) 
3.0ne to three years college 
4.High school graduate 
5.High school 
6 . J u n i o r  school 
7 . L e s s  than junior school 
Occupation Level 
1 .Corporate executives of large concerns, proprietors, or major professionals 
2.Business managers or proprietors of medium-sized Businesses 
3.Administrative personnel or owners of small Businesses 
4.Clerical and sales workers or technicians 
- 
5.Skilled manual employees 
6.Machine operators and semiskilled employees 
7.Unskilled employee 
Income Level (monthly) 
NT 20,000 or Less 
NT 20,001 - NT 35,000 
NT 35,001 - NT 50,000 
NT 50,001 - NT 65,000 
NT 65,001 - NT 80,000 
NT 80,001 or More 
How often do you shop in this hypermarket each week? 
Less than once a week 4 or more times per week-1-3 times per week - 
On average, how much money do you spend each time at this store? 
NT 501 - NT 1,500 
- 
Less than NT 500 - NT 1,501 - NT 2,500 
- 
NT 4,501 or More NT 2,501 -NT 3 , 5 0 0 N T  3,501 -NT 4,500 
- 
Have you ever purchased products from (hypermarket)? 
Yes No 
Part 2: Marketing Mix for (Hypermarket) 
INSTRUCTIONS: The following statements describe (Hypermarket). 
1 represents "Strongly disagree" and 5 represents "Strongly agree." Using the 
following scale, please fill in your response to each question below 
I (Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly I 
advertised. 
5. The ad campaigns for (Hypermarket) I q 1 0 2  q 3 0 4  0 5  
1. The price in (Hypermarket) is high. 
2. The price of (Hypermarket) is low 
3. (Hypermarket) is expensive. 
4. (Hypermarket) is intensively 
q 1 0 2  3 0 4  0 5  
1 q 2 3 o 4 q 5 
q 1 q 2 q 3 0 4  0 5  
1 o 2 3 4 5 
frequently offered. 
8. Too many times price deals for 1 0 1  2 q 3 4 q 5 
seem very expensive, compared to 
campaigns for competing stores. 
6. The ad campaigns for (Hypermarket) 
are seen frequently 
7. Price deals for (Hypermarket) are 
(Hypermarket) are presented. 
9. Price deals for (Hypermarket) are I q 1 q 2 q 3 0 4  0 5  
1 q 2 3 4 5 
q 1 2 q 3 0 4  0 5  
I emphasized more than seems I I 
reasonable. 
10. (Hypermarket) carries products of 
high quality. 
11. (Hypermarket) would be of high 
1 a 2 o 3 4 5 
o 1 0 2  q 3 0 4  0 5  
quality 
12. (Hypermarket) has well-known 
brands. 
13. (Hypermarket) sells more goods, as 
compared to its competing stores 
14. (Hypermarket) provides more 
goods than its competing stores. 
15. (Hypermarket) has more store 
locations than its competing stores 
o l 2 3 4 5 
q 1 q 2 q 3 0 4  0 5  
q 1 2 q 3 q 4 q 5 
1 q 2 q 3 0 4  0 5  
From "An Examination of selected Marketing Mix Elements and Brand Equity (2000), Journal of 
Academy of Marketing Science, 28(2), 195-2 11". Adapted with permission of Yoo, Donthu, and Lee. 
Part 3: Customer-Based Brand Equity from (Hypermarket) 
INDRUCTION: Please indicate the how much your disagree or agree with the questions by checking one 
From "A consumer-based method for retailer equity measurement: Results of an empirical study (2006), 
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 13(5), 317-329". Adapted with permission of Pappu and 
Quester. 
Appendix B 
Suwey Instrument (Chinese Version) 
4. %1Ch 
-_1..64%Pfi&.64%PfiL'~_t (MA, MS, ME, MD, PhD, LLD) 
2 .  Jc@&h$+ (BA, BS, BM) 
3 .  &&?L%h$&h+@% 
4 .  &++% 
-5. &&$L$$& + && +&$% 
6 .  a .t. +% 
-7. El .t.#% 

$2 @&: $R&&&&'id$ &##& (Cus turner-Based Brand Equi ty) 
&$%Llj((h%%) 
S + $ ~ L  "i$.llfa.;hg.$&ra%fetlgegi: wpetla%za (20061, st&&m4it#ef, 
13(5), 317-329" ~ttsbj% 2&%? Pappu ;fo Quester trtlCH %& 
Appendix C 
Survey Question Codes and Response Values 
Part I :  Customer Characteristics 
1. Gender 
Female (value of 0), Male (value of 1) 
2. Age in years: Grouped in categories as: 
18-26 (value of I), 27-30 (value of 2), 31-38 (value of 3), 39-48 (value of 4), 49-75 
(value of 5) 
3. Marital Status 
Single (value of I), Married (value of 2), Divorced (value of 3), Widowed (value of 4) 
4. Educational Level 
Postgraduate (MA, MS, ME, MD, PhD, LLD) (value of I), Four-year college 
graduate (BA, BS, BM) (value of 2), One to three years college (value of 3), High 
school graduate (value of4), High school (value of 5), Junior school (value of 6), Less 
than junior school (value of 7) 
5. Occupation Level 
Corporate executives of large concerns, proprietors, or major professionals (value of 
I), Business managers or proprietors of medium-sized Businesses (value of 2), 
Administrative personnel or owners of small Businesses (value of 3), Clerical and 
sales workers or technicians (value of 4), Skilled manual employees (value of 5), 
Machine operators and semiskilled employees (value of 6), Unskilled employee 
(value of 7) 
6. Income Level (monthly) 
NT 20,000 or Less (value of I), NT 20,001 - NT 35,000 (value of 2), NT 35,001 - 
NT 50,000 (value of 3), NT 50,001 - NT 65,000 (value of 4), NT 65,001 - NT 80,000 
(value of 5), NT 80,001 or More (value of 6) 
7. How often do you shop in this hypermarket each week? 
Less than once a week (value of I), 1-3 times per week (value of 2), and 4 or more 
times per week (value of 3) 
8. On average, how much money do you spend each time at this store? 
Less than NT 500 (value of I), NT 501 - NT 1,500 (value of 2), NT 1,501 - NT 2,500 
(value of 3), NT 2,501 - NT 3,500 (value of 4), NT 3,501 - NT 4,500 (value of 5), 
NT 4,501 or More (value of 6) 
9. Have you ever purchased products from (Hypermarket) ? 
No (value of I), Yes (value of 1) 
Part 2: Marketing Mix 
Question Code 
1 .The price in (hypermarket) is high. Price 1 
2.The price of (hypermarket) is low Price 2 
3. (Hypermarket) is expensive. Price 3 
4. (Hypermarket) is intensively advertised. AS 1 
5. The ad campaigns for (hypermarket) seem very expensive, compared to campaigns AS 2 
for competing stores. 
6. The ad campaigns for (hypermarket) are seen frequently AS 3 
7. Price deals for (hypermarket) are frequently offered. PD 1 
8. Too many times price deals for (hypermarket) are presented. PD 2 
9. Price deals for (hypermarket) are emphasized more than seems reasonable. PD 3 
10. (Hypermarket) carries products of high quality. SI 1 
11. (Hypermarket) would be of high quality SI 2 
12. (Hypermarket) has well-known brands. SI 3 
13. (Hypermarket) sells more goods, as compared to its competing stores DI 1 
14. (Hypermarket) provides more goods than its competing stores. DI 2 
15. (Hypermarket) has more store locations than its competing stores DI 3 
Note: (1) The response values are as follows: 
1 is "Strongly disagree" 
2 is "Disagree" 
3 is 'Yeither" 
4 is "Agree" 
5 is " ~ t r o n ~ l ~  Agree" 
(2) The marketing mix codes are as follows: 
price (Price), 
store image (SI) 
advertising spending (AS) 
distribution intensity (DI) 
price deal (PD) 
Part 3: Customer-Based Brand Equity 
Question Code 
1. I have shopped at (hypermarket) stores BAw 1 
. . 
2. I like (hypermarket) stores 
3. I would feel proud to shop at (hypermarket) stores 
4 I trust (hypermarket) as a supplier of products 
5. (Hypermarket) stores offer products of very good quality 
6. (Hypermarket) stores would be my preferred choice 
7. I consider myself loyal to (hypermarket) stores 
8. (Hypermarket) stores offer products of consistent quality 
9. Some characteristics of (hypermarket) stores come to my mind quickly 
10. (Hypermarket) stores are conveniently located 
11. (Hypermarket) stores offer very durable products 
12. (Hypermarket) stores offer very reliable products 
13. I will not buy products from other hypermarkets, if I can buy the same item at 
(hypermarket) stores 
14. (Hypermarket) stores offer products with excellent features 
15. (Hypermarket) stores would be my first choice 
16. I am aware of (hypermarket) stores 
17. (Hypermarket) store merchandise offers value for money 
18. (Hypermarket) offers very good store atmosphere 
19. (Hypermarket) stores offer very convenient facilities 
20. (Hypermarket) stores offer very good customer service 
2 1. (Hypermarket) stores offer very good variety of products 
22. (Hypermarket) stores offer very good after sales service 
23. I can recognize (hypermarket) among other stores 
Note: (1) The response values are as follows: 
1 is "Strongly disagree", 
2 is "Moderately Disagree", 
3 is "Slightly Disagree", 
4 is "Neither", 
5 is "Slightly Agree", 
6 is "Moderately Agree", 
7 is "Strongly Agree". 
(2) The customer-based brand equity codes are as follows: 
brand loyalty (BL), 
brand awareness (BAw), 
perceived quality (PQ), 
and brand association (BAS). 
BAS 1 
BAS 2 
BAS 3 
PQ 1 
BL 1 
BL 2 
PQ 2 
BAw 2 
BAS 4 
PQ 3 
PQ 4 
BL 3 
PQ 5 
BL 4 
BAw 3 
BAS 5 
BAS 6 
BAS 7 
BAS 8 
BAS 9 
BAS 10 
BAw 4 
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Dcar Dr. Yoo: 
My  name is Chen Hui-Chu. I an a doctoral candidate in a I'11.D. program at Lynn 
Llniversity in Roes1 Raton, Florida. My major is Global J,eudership, with a 
spccialimtion in Corporate and Organizational Management. My dissertation proposal 
focuses on the effect of marketing mix on brand equity, and the topic is The Effect of 
Mark<>ting Mix on Brand Eq'qrrity in Taiivun Nyperfiiarker. I plan to examine these 
elements of marketing mix and how they affect tic: hypemarkct bmnd equity. 
While doing my litemtun: search for the dissertation, I read the excellent article by 
DI. Yoo, Dr. Donthu, and Dr. Lee. "An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix 
Elements and Brand Equity" published in 2000 and Dr. Yoo and Dr. Uonthu 
"Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-based brand equity scale" 
published in 2001. 
I mi writing this request for pexlnission to obtain (and purchase ifnwessmy) the 
foflow~ng the materials: 
The evaluation questions which measure marketing mix and brand equity 
(Table 1, Yoo et al., 2000, p. 203) and the scale from "Developing and 
vrtidating a multidimensional consumer-based brand equity scale" pablished 
in 2001. 
1 am also requesting permission to reproduce the above scales and related 
materials 111 my dissertation. In addition, I am requesting permission to modify the 
above scales for my research study. Furthemore, ProQuest Infonn~tion and Learning 
may supply copies of the dissertation on demand and may make the dissertation 
accessihfc in electronic fotmats. 
If you do not ~ontral  the copyright for any of the above materials, i t  would be most 
apprec~ated if you could provide me with contact information of who might be the 
proper righrs lmldt*r(s), including currcnt addn.ss(es). Otl~crwise, your permission 
cnnfin-tls that you hold {be righl to gnnt the permission requested here. If' you control 
the copyright for some of the aforementioncd materials, you may list the permisston for 
this n~aterial at the end of tlis letter. 
Pcvmissron tncludes non-exclusrvr: wol ld nghls lo translate tile scales to usc tile 
rlrarerral and ~lxli not limit any firmre pbbfrcalio~~n-lncludjng fuhve editions and 
t-cr~sions-by ou or others authorized by ;.(;a. 
i T  permission rs granted, I will ~ncltldc ;.,my statement of authorization for use. that 
:mi request on all scales, or provide an APA note of permission. The copyrigilt holder 
will be given full credit. 
I vvr>~tld greatly appreciate your cortsenl to my request. If you require any 
addrtlorlsl ~nfornstinn. please do not hesitate to contact me. I can be rcached at t l ~ e  
&>llowing postal r r w 1  address   My 
dtssertation Chair is Dr. Robert D. Green, who ciin be reached at d t ~  and 
 
Due to I;ynn University policy and lnstitutiona1 Review Board (IRB) requirement, 
would you please forward an approval letter via your schoul's email and with your 
contact information in the fo$lows? After your approval, wauid you please forward the 
original questic>nnrrire you tested in 2000 "An Examination of Seteetcd Marketing M i x  
Ekn3t:nts ~ n d  Brand Equity"? 
A duplicnrtxi copy of' tl~r's request has beer1 provided for your records. If you 
abyTev with the terns as described abovc, please s i ~ n  the release form below and send 
one copy with ths: self-addressed return cnvelope X wilt pmvide rn the following days. 
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My name is Chen Hui-Chu. I am a doctoral student in a Ph.D. 
program at Lynn University in Boca Raton, Florida. My majot is Global 
Leadership, with a specialization in Corporate and Organizational 
Managcrnenl. My dissertation proposal focuses on the effect of marketing 
mix on brand equity, and the topic is The Effect of Marketing Mix on 
Brand Equity in Taiwan Hypermarket. I plan to examine these elements of 
marketing mix and how they affect the hypermarket brand equity. 
Dear Hui-Chu, 
In the marketing field, it has been a long established tradition for a 
researcher to use the scales pilblished in any peer-review journals for 
free. Thus, you have a right to use and, if necessary, modifgr and 
translate the scales for your research as long as you properly cite the 
source. 
Visit htt~:i/people.hofstra.edu!facultv/Boon~ee Yoo/mbeobe.pdf to see 
the original survey that show my brand equity and other items. 
You can buy my doctoral dissertation from the seller. 
Regards, 
Boonghee Yoo, Ph.D. 
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Ilcar Dr. I'appu: 
My name is Chen Ilui-Chu. I am a doctoral stxident in a Ph.D. program at Lynn 
U~uversily in Boca Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership, with a 
specialization in Corporate and Orgaruzational Management. My dissertation propsal 
focuses on the effect of marketing mix on brand equity, and the topic is 7i're E@ct of 
r%furketi~~~ Mix on Rrarrd Ilqrtity in Taiwan fiypemrarkt.t. I plan to examine these 
elements of marketing mix and how they affect the hypermarket brand equity. 
While doing my literature search for the dissertation, I read the excellent article by 
Dr. Pappi1 and Dr. Qucster, "A Consumer-Rasod Method for Retailer Equity 
Measuremenl: Results of An Empirical Study" published in 2006 and Dr. Pappu, Dr. 
Ouesrer, and Dr. Cooksey "Consumer-Based Brand Equity: Improving the 
Measurement-Empirical Evidence" p~~rlbl~rhed in 2005. 
1. am writing this request for pcnnission to obtain (and purchase if necessary) the 
following thc materials: 
The evaluation questioas which mcRsurc four dimensions of bmnd equity 
(Appendix A or Table A. I, Pappu and Quester, 2006, p. 328) from "A 
Consumer-Based Metbod for Retailer Eqaity Messurcmen(: Rcs~~lits of An 
Empirical Study" published in 2006, and"Consurncr-Based brand equity: 
impro.cTiug the mcasurcmcnt -empirical cvidcneex' publisl~ed in 2005. 
1 am also requesting pam~ission to reproduce the above scales and related OW. 
/ - materials In my d~sserlation. In addition, I am requosling pemiission Lo modify the 
-4 
above scales for my research stu(y. Furthemore, ProQucst Informat~on and Learning 
nay  supply copies of the dissertation on denzand and niay make the dissertation 
accessible in electronic formats. 
If  you do no1 control the copyright for any of the above materials, it would be most 
appreciated rf you could provide me with contact tnfnrtnation of who ntight be the 
proper right% holdcr(s), including cumnt address(es). Otherwise, your permission 
corlfirms that YOU hold the right to grant thv pcrnmission reqttested he~'e. If you control 
the copyright for some OF the aforementroned materials, you may list the permission for 
this material at thc end oilhis letter. 
Pern~ission includes non-cxciusive world rights to translate the scales to use the 
m~terial and will not limit any future publications-hciuding filture editions and 
revisions-by you or others authorized by you. 
If permiss~orr is granted, I will include any statement of authorization for use chat 
y ~ u  request 0x1 all scales, ar provide an APA note of permission. The copyright hotder 
will be given full credit. 
I would greatly app~ciate your consent to my request: If you require any 
additional informaticm, please do not hesitate to contact me. 1 can be reached at dtc 
Fo!lowing posh1 mail address . My 
dissertation Chair is Dr Robert D. (heen, who can be reached at and 
 
Due to Lynn University policy and Instilzttional Review B o d  (IRR) requirement, 
would you please forward an approval letfcr via your school's emril and with your 
contact information in the follows%Aft your approval, would you please forward 
the original questionnaire which was publistled in 2006 "A Consumer-Based Method 
for retailer Equity Measurement: Results 01 An Eznplncal Study"? I deeply appreciate 
your help. 
A duplicate copy of this request has been provided for your m r d s .  If you a g m  
with the terms as described above, please sign the relrase farm below and send one 
copy with tl~a self-addressed relurn envcfope I will pmvide in the following days. 
Permission granted for thc use of the rniltet-ini as described above: 
IHhe hn. 
b!7:applm 
Snuorlchntr 
CQQLmtrr %hod 
Fa;uils of6~%oSs.Ecmpmk1 mdlpc 
l'w:en%y aiQuttcsl?nd 
Enrbaoe QLD i3K 
Hui-Chu Chen [mail du]Sent: Tuesday, 21 November 2006 4: 14 
PM 
To: Pappu, Ravi. Subject: Requesting permission to use scalesDea~ Dr. Pappu: 
My name is Chen Hui-Chu. I am a doctoral student in a Ph.D. program at Lynn 
University in Boca Raton, Florida. My major is Cil~bal Lea.dership, with a specialization 
in Corporate and Organizational Management. My dissertation proposal focuses on the 
effect of marketing mix on brand equity, and the topic is The Effect of Marketing Mix on 
Brand Equity in Taiwan Hypermarket I plan to examine these elements of marketing mix 
and how they affect the hypermarket brand equity. 
Dear Hui-Chu Chen 
You have my permission to uselmodify the scale for your research. 
All the best. 
Sincerely 
Ravi Pappu 
PS: You will need to (i) provide a reference to the Joumai of Retailing and consumer 
services for any material used from the published article, and (ii) obtain permission from 
the journal publishers (Elsevier) if you plan to reprint any material from the article. 
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From: Hui-Chu Chen [m~i u] Sent: 02 July 2007 23:54. To: Jones, Jennifer 
(ELS-OXF) 
Dear Jennifer Jones: 
I had the author (Ravi, Pappu) pemliss~on io use or modify the scale for my research. I am only using the 
survey questions which were listed in the appendix of the article (A consumcr-based method for retailer 
equity measurement: Results of an empirical study) in my dissertation. Author asked me (i) provide a 
reference to the Journal of Retailing 
and consumer services for any material used from. the published article, and (ii) obtain permission from the 
journal: publishers (Ekevier) if you plan to reprint any material from the article. 
Dear Hui-chu Chen 
We hereby grant you permission to reprint the material detailed below at no charge in your thesis subject to 
the Eollowing conditions: 
'1.If any part of the material to be used (for example, figures) has appeared in our publication with credit or 
. acknowledgement to another.source, perinission must a!so'be sought. from that source. If such permission 
is not obtained then that 'material may not be included in your publication/copies. 2,Suitable 
acknowledgment to the source must be made, either as a footnote or in a reference list at the end of yo.ur 
pabiication, as,follows: "This article was published in Publication titie, Vol number, Author(s), Title of 
article, Page Nos, Copyright Elsevier (or appropriate Society name) (Year)." 3.Your thesis may be 
submitted to your institution imeither print or electronic form. 4. Reproduction of this material is confined 
to the purpose for which permission.is hereby given. 5.This permission is granted for non-.exclusive world 
English rights only.. "For other languages please reapply separately for each one required. Permission 
er.cludes.use in an electronic form other than submissior~ Should you have a specific electronic project in 
mirid please reapply for permission. 6.Thls includes permission for lJMI to supply single copies, on 
demand, of the complete thesis. Should your them be published commercially, please reapply for 
permission. 
Yours sincerely 
Jennifer Jones Rights Assistant 
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2 August 2007 Our ref: CT/rnrn/aug 07.J004 
H.ui-Chu Chen 
Lynn University 
 
Dear Hui-chu Chen 
JOURNAL OF RETAILING AND CONSUMER SERVICES, Vol13, No 5,2006, pp 
31 7-329, Pappu et al, "A consumer-based. .. " Scale only 
As per your letter dated 4 July 2007, we hereby grant you permission to reprint the 
aforementioned material at no charge in your thesis subject to the foilowing conditions: 
1. If any part of the material to be used (for example, figures) has appeared in our 
publication with credit or acknowledgement to another source, permission must 
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